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PREFACE. 

In  January,  1904,  Professor  S.  SCHECHTEE,  President  of  the 
Jewish  Theological  Seminary  of  America,  kindly  drew  my  attention 
to  some  Genizah  fragments  which  bore  on  Eldad  ha-Dani, 
knowing  my  interest  in  that  peculiar  and  much  maligned  char- 
acter of  Jewish  history.  Whilst  preparing  the  fragments  for 
publication,  I  found  that  the  material  grew  unproportionately 
large  and  warrented  a  new  edition  of  the  entire  Eldad  Halakah. 
The  execution  of  this  more  comprehensive  idea  involved  fresh 
difficulties  and  confronted  me  with  new  problems.  As  a  result 
of  my  investigation  I  publish  this  pamphlet  which,  I  hope,  will 
contribute  to  the  solution  of  the  difficult  Eldad  problem. 

I  take  pleasure  in  expressing  my  obligation  to  those  who 
have  furthered  me  in  my  work.  I  am  indebted  to  Professor 
S.  SCHECHTEE  for  his  kindness  in  placing  the  Genizah  fragments 
at  my  disposal;  to  Dr.  EDUAED  BANETH,  my  former  teacher,  for 
undertaking  the  weary  task  of  correcting  proofs,  as  well  as,  for 
numerous  valuable  corrections;  and  to  my  friends  Dr.  Louis 
GINZBEEG,  Dr.  HENEY  MALTEE  and  Dr.  ALEXANDEE  MAEX  for 
useful  information  and  stimulating  suggestions.  Dr.  A.  COWLEY 
kindly  provided  me  with  photographic  copies  of  the  Oxford  texts 
used.  Dr.  A.  CHEISTMAN  and  Dr.  M.  C.  SCHAAE  gave  me  valuable 
explanations  of  some  anatomic  and  pathologic  discussions  in  the 
Ritual  of  Eldad.  To  them  also  my  sincere  thanks  are  due. 

Berlin,  January  29th  1908. 
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CHAPTER  I. 

INTRODUCTION. 

More  than  a  thousand  years  have  elapsed  since  Eldad  ha-Dani 
appeared  in  Kairwan,  and  stirred  the  community  by  a  remark- 
able account  of  four  lost  tribes  of  Israel,  and  by  an  equally 
remarkable  Ritual  on  Slaughtering  which  he  represented  as  "the 
Talmud  of  the  Four  Tribes".  An  interesting  phenomenon  in 
the  Jewry  of  the  ninth  century,  Eldad  has  not  ceased  to  interest 
historical  study  of  the  present.  In  spite  of  this  long  lapse  of 
time,  however,  there  is  still  the  utmost  diversity  of  opinion 
among  writers  concerning  the  personality  of  Eldad  and  the 
authenticity  and  significance  of  the  writings  that  bear  his  name. 

Such  extreme  diversity  of  opinion  among  writers,  as  exists 
with  regard  to  Eldad,  is  a  rarity  in  Jewish  history.  Thus  Stein- 
schneider,  writing  in  1850, J  thought  that  the  work  ascribed  to 
Eldad  had  an  apologetic  purpose.  In  telling  of  the  existence  of 
a  Jewish  state  his  object  was  to  refute  the  Christian  theory,  that 
the  disappearance  of  Jewish  temporal  power  was  a  proof  of 
God's  rejection  of  Israel.2  I.  B.  Levinsohn  and  Jellinek  regarded 
the  Eldad  writings  as  a  polemic  against  the  Karaites.3  Pinsker 
adopted  the  opposite  view.*  He  argued  that  Eldad  was  a  Karaitic 
emissary  from  Eastern  Babylonia,  who  invented  a  fabulous  tale 
as  to  his  origin  in  order  to  conceal  his  true  mission,  which  was  to 

1  V.  Ersch   und    Gruber,  Allgemeine  Encyklopadie  der  Wissenschaften 
und  Eiinste,  Leipzig  1850,  Zweite  Section  XXVII,  pp.  390,  393. 

2  L.  c.,  v.  also  idem,  Die  Geschichtsliteratur  der  Juden  (1905)  pp.  14  et  seq. 

3  V.  Bet  ha-Midrasch  II  (1853),  p.  XXIX.    This  view  was  also  held  by 
Harkavy,  V.  note  75  in  Graetz'  Geschichte  (Hebrew  edition)  III  p.  267.    Cf., 
however,  Harkavy's  "Skasanija  jewreiskych  pisatelej  o  Chasarach  i  Chosarskom 
zarstwe",  Petersburg  1874,  p.  6.    For  Levinsohn's  view  see  his  Bet  ha-Ozar, 
Wilna  1841,  p.  245. 

4  7.  Liklcute  Kadvnoniyot  (1860)  p.  109. 
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propagate  Karaitic  doctrines  among  the  Rabbanite  Jews  of  the 
Maghrib.  These  writers  agree  at  least  to  the  extent  of  attributing 
serious  motives  to  Eldad.  Graetz,  on  the  other  hand,  considered 
him  "a  braggart  and  a  secret  Karaite",  "an  adventurer  and 
charlatan".5  This  opinion  was  also  shared  by  Chwolson,  although 
he  disagreed  with  Graetz  in  regard  to  Eldad's  Karaism.6  P.  F. 
Frankl  went  even  further  and  described  Eldad  as  "a  rogue  and 
a  swindler",  "devoid  of  any  higher  purpose",  and  as  a  man  "whose 
deception  was  an  indisputable  psychological  fact",  and  as  "a  com- 
patriot and  counterpart  of  Ulysses".7  Neubauer  took  a  similar  view 
and  characterized  him  as  "a  cunning  emissary  of  the  Karaites"* 
and  as  "a  daring  impostor,  crowned  with  an  unexpected  success"^ 

In  Reifmann,  however,  we  find  an  entirely  different  attitude. 
He  denyed  the  authenticity  of  most  of  the  current  Eldad  literature, 
and  held  that  the  real  personality  of  Eldad  was  unknown  to  us.9 
Metz  suggested  that  Eldad's  Ritual  on  Slaughtering  represented 
the  religious  practices  of  the  Falashas.10  Epstein,  following  this 
suggestion,  regarded  the  writings  of  Eldad  as  a  description  of  the 
conditions  of  the  Falashas  in  Abyssinia,  or  of  a  Jewish  commu- 
nity somewhere  in  Southern  Arabia.11 

This  diversity  of  opinion  among  writers  is  to  be  attributed 
to  two  causes.  The  anomalous  character  of  the  literature 
ascribed  to  Eldad  naturally  aroused  the  ill-will  of  writers  who 
found  themselves  baffled  in  the  attempt  to  fit  it  into  known 
literary  categories.  The  character  of  Eldad  himself  added  no  little 
difficulty  to  the  task  of  the  historian.  His  personality  offered 
itself  as  a  fertile  field  for  folk  lore,  and  legends  soon  clustered 
thick  around  him,  until  the  original  became  scarcely  recognizable. 

s  V.  Geschichte  IV  (1860)  p.  243. 

6  According  to  Gottlober  in  his  Bikkoret  Letolodot  HakJcaraim  (1865), 
p.  65  Note  2. 

7  V.  Monatsschrift   fiir  Geschichte    und   Wissenschaft   des  Judentums 
(MGWJ.)  1873  pp.  489,  484,  491,  1874  p.  555. 

8  V.  Where  Are  The  Ten  Tribes  in  Jewish?  in  Quarterly  Revieiv  (JQE.) 
I  (1889)  pp.  109,  110. 

9  V.  Debarim  Ahadim  cal  Sefer  Eldad  ha-Dani  in  Ha-Karmel  VIII 
(1870),  pp.  254  et  seq.,  reprinted  in  Ha-Boker  Or  VI  (1881). 

10  Judisches  Literaturblatt   1877   no's.  40—43;    MGWJ.   1878  p.   398, 
1879  pp.  135  et  seq.,  184  et  seq. 

11  V.  Eldad  ha-Dani,  seine  Berichte  iiber  die  X  Statnme  und  deren 
Eitus,  Pressburg  1891,  Introduction. 


A  more  important  cause  for  this  lack  of  unanimity  is  to  be 
found  in  the  greater  readiness  of  writers  to  pronounce  judgments 
than  to  investigate  critically  the  grounds  for  their  judgments. 
Without  entering  upon  a  careful  study  of  existing  sources  they 
accept  uncritically  all  the  literature  attributed  to  Eldad,  in  the 
form  in  which  we  possess  it,12  and  hasten  to  make  categoric 
decisions.  In  the  case  of  Reifmann  we  have  a  scarcely  less 
summary  rejection  of  most  of  the  Eldad  literature,  and  the 
adoption  of  a  rather  agnostic  attitude  towards  Eldad's  person. 

In  view  of  this  confusion  of  opinion  it  is  clear  that  judgment 
on  Eldad's  personality  and  place  in  history  must  be  based  on  a 
less  superficial  and  a  more  discriminating  examination  of  the 
literature  ascribed  to  him.  This  literature  is  both  Halakic  and 
Haggadic.  The  more  important  is  unquestionably  the  Halakic. 
Eldad  appears  in  Kairwan  bringing  with  him  a  Halakic  work  on 
Slaughtering,  which  he  termed  "the  Talmud  of  the  Four  Tribes".13 
This  was  made  the  subject  of  an  interpellation  addressed  to  the 
Gaon  Zemah  [ben  Hayyim  (898 — 90S)],14  and  is  preserved  in  epi- 

12  Cf.  e.g.  Frankl's  words  in  MQWJ.  1874  p.  555  that  Eldad  nim 
Wesentlichen  dasselbe  in  derselben  Weise  erzahlt  hat,  teas  und  wie  es  unter 
seinem  Namen,  sei  es  ah  Halachah  der  zehn  Stamme,  sei  es  als  Erzahlung 
noch  heute  kursiert". 

1  s  7.  Responsum  ed.  Epstein  p.  5  no.  6 nxrtixb  ienpn  jiti^a  nr6»  iiD^nn 

"i3i  onto  iie^nn  nxpos,  unroip  WJVIN  nbyo  "3E^  \tr\sb  iwixim.  Too  much  im- 
portance is  not  to  be  attributed  to  the  word  nspOS  in  this  context,  which  is 
otherwise  also  obscure.  It  seems  that  the  Ritual  on  Slaughtering  constituted 
the  entire  "Talmud  of  the  Four  Tribes".  The  citations  in  the  Kairwan  Epistle 
are  taken  from  this  Ritual  exclusively.  If  there  had  been  anything  more  to 
this  "Talmud",  it  is  inconceivable  that  nothing  in  the  part  outside  of  the 
Rules  on  Slaughtering  should  have  been  thought  of  sufficient  consequence  to 
communicate  to  the  Gaon.  The  original  text  of  the  Responsum  probably 
was  '131  nSnj  rpan  n  ar»  "B1?  or6»  nutria  iaro»  no,  and  not,  as  the  reading 
is  in  the  ed.  pr.  'i3i  iiD^nn  nxpos  uanatf  no,  nspon  may  be  the  interpolation 
of  a  scribe  who  concluded  from  '131  nirp&'na  pn»  m^K  "1 1&1S1  (ed.  Epstein  p.  7 
no.  13)  that  this  "Talmud"  dealt  also  with  other  matters  than  slaughtering. 
If  a  word  like  JlSpfil  was  in  the  original  text  at  all,  this  was  probably  nspOD. 
This  is  the  reading  which  is  given  by  Jellinek,  BH.  II  p.  108;  cf.  also  Weiss, 
Dor  IV4  p.  112  line  2. 

14  According  to  Rapoport,  Toledot  B.  Natan,  note  11;  cf.  also  Stein- 
schneider,  Geschichtsliteratur  p.  15,  Epstein  pp.  9  et  seq.  The  period  of  his 
office  is  variously  given  as  889 — 895  by  Graetz,  Geschichte  V3  pp.  243,  456; 
as  882 — 887  by  Epstein  in  The  Jewish  Encyclopedia  VI  p.  571  s.  v.  Gaon;  as 
884—891  by  Halevy  in  his  Dorot  ha-Rishonim  III  p.  282. 


tome  in  his  Responsum.15  The  Ritual  itself,  no  longer  extant  in 
its  complete  form,  has  recently  come  to  light  in  a  number  of 
manuscript  fragments,  so  that  it  is  now  possible  to  reconstruct 
it  almost  in  its  entirety.16 

The  other  part  of  the  Eldad  literature  is  concerned  with 
the  lost  tribes  of  Israel,  (ten  tribes  in  one  version  and  four  in 
another),17  and  with  the  adventures  of  Eldad.  This  Eldad  Hag- 
gadah,  or  legend,  is  found  in  the  same  Gaonic  Responsum.  A 
much  more  elaborate  form  is  preserved  in  the  various  Recensions 
of  the  Sefer  Eldad. 18  It  is  the  Haggadic  material,  mainly 
the  Sefer  Eldad,  which  until  recently  formed  the  basis  on  which 
opinions  were  founded.  The  Halakic  material  has  been  rather 
neglected,  probably  because  the  Ritual  in  its  more  complete  form 
was  not  available  until  recently.  Yet,  because  of  its  unquestion- 
able authenticity,1 8*  the  Halakic  work  of  Eldad  is  of  greater 

15  V.  infra,  chapter  EL    Recension  B.  p.  17. 

16  V.  infra  Recension  A.  pp.  9  et  seq. 

17  The  Responsum  speaks  of  only  four  tribes,  the  Sefer  Eldad  gives  an 
account  of  ten  tribes.  This  discrepancy  should  have  sufficed  to  arouse  suspicion 
in  regard  to  the  authenticity  of  the  Sefer  Eldad.   If  Eldad  had  indeed  brought 
such  astounding  news  as  that  of  the  rediscovery  of  the  ten  tribes,  we  may  be 
sure  that  the  Jews  of  Kairwan  would  undoubtedly  have  been  as  much  inter- 
ested in  this  information,  as  in  the  divergences  and  peculiarities  of  Eldad's 
Ritual  and  that  they  would  not  have  failed  to  report  to  the  Gaon  in  their 
Epistle  that  ten  tribes  had  been  rediscovered,   if  Eldad's  account  had  not 
restricted  itself  to  four  tribes. 

is  The  latest  study  of  this  part  of  the  Eldad  literature  is  D.  H. 
Mutter's,  Die  Rezensionen  und  Versionen  des  Eldad  Had-Dani,  "Wien  1892, 
published  in  Denkschriften  der  Kaiserlichen  Akademie  der  Wissenschaften  in 
Wien,  Phil.-Hist.  Classe  vol.  XLI. 

is*  Eldad  himself  wrote  only  Halakah,  that  is  he  wrote  the  Ritual  on 
Slaughtering.  The  older  rabbinic  authorities  never  mention  any  work  of 
Eldad,  other  than  this  Ritual.  It  is  this  Ritual  (j^in  nB'n»)  to  which  Abraham 
Maimuni  (d.  1237)  refers  in  a  reply  to  an  inquiry  as  to  the  home  of  the  ten 
tribes.  The  passage  is  contained  in  MS.  Halberstam  56  and  was  first  published 
in  Geiger's  JZ.  X  p.  127.  It  has  since  been  published  also  by  Neubauer  in 
Kobez  'al  Yad  IV  p.  62  and  by  Hirschfeld  in  Berliner's  Festschrift  (Hebrew 
part)  p.  54.  A  Hebrew  translation  of  the  Arabic  original  is  to  be  found  in 

Kobez  'al  Yad  I.  c.  and  in  Epstein's  Eldad  p.  71.  It  reads  n^«Dib«l  *ybiK  nSpi 
;Hirschfeld(?)  DKD^KI)  BKB^Ni  n^pji  nay  NnoBn  vb*  \b\r\  nt^rren  rb  TI^K 
Hirsch-)  b-'Kbi'jK  ns«  MB  (Hirschfeld  me)  rue  fn»«fi^K  «rt<  (J.  Z.  »KBnKl7xi 
J^T  "B  (feld  ^Klr6».  The  n"7«Dl  here  mentioned,  refers  to  the  Gaonic 


importance  than  the  other,  namely  the  Haggadic,  for  determining 
his  character  and  significance.  Moreover  it  is  of  interest  for 
the  history  of  the  development  of  the  Halakah  in  general.  These 
considerations  have  led  the  present  author  to  devote  his  work 
primarily  to  the  study  of  the  Eldad  Halakah. 

By  way  of  introduction  to  the  examination  of  the  Eldad 
Halakah,  I  trace  here  briefly  the  progress  of  critical  study  and 
opinion  of  the  Eldad  Ritual.  As  early  as  1873  P.  F.  Frankl 
held  out  the  promise  of  "an  analysis  of  the  confused  Halakot 
of  Eldad",19  but  this  promise  was  never  fulfilled.  Jellinek's 
study  led  him  to  the  conclusion  that  Eldad  was  not  the  author 
of  the  Halakot  attributed  to  him.  20  Pinsker  found  evidence  in 
style  and  subject-matter  for  a  theory  that  the  bulk  of  the  Halakot 
were  of  Karaitic  origin.  The  rest,  he  thought,  could  be  traced 
to  the  Samaritans.  He  ventured  the  suggestion,  however,  that 
Eldad  might  perhaps  be  the  representative  of  an  independent 
sect.21  Without  naming  Pinsker,  Graetz  adopted  unreservedly 
his  views  and  arguments  in  favour  of  the  Karaite  origin  of  the 
Ritual.22  The  Rabbinic  elements  he  explained  as  additions 
"shrewdly  adopted  to  avoid  giving  offence  to  the  Rabbanites".23 
The  weakness  of  the  pro-Karaitic  theory  of  Pinsker  was  exposed 
by  Schorr,24  and  the  anti-Karaitic  arguments  presented  by  G-ott- 
lober  in  criticism  of  the  view  of  Graetz  were  sound.25  I.  H.  Weiss 
similarly  laid  stress  on  the  Rabbinic-Talmudic  character  of  these 

Responsum,  and  not,  as  Epstein  thinks  (v.  REJ.  XXV  p.  31  note  4),  to  "the 
epistle  of  Eldad  to  the  Jews  of  Kairwan  and  Spain". 

From  a  passage  in  a  manuscript  of  the  Midrash  Bereshit  Rabbati  which 

opens  with  the  formula  used  in  Eldad's  Ritual  *?3 pa  p  yw\n*  "ie« 

may*  N!N  'T  b«  Kip'  nap  t6ai  nny  *6n  poo  \w  n»K  Epstein  concluded  that 
Eldad  had  written  a  treatise  on  "loans"  (v.  Magazin  1888  p.  82).  It  seems, 
however,  that  Epstein  himself  later  abandoned  this  view,  as  there  is  no 
mention  of  this  in  his  Eldad. 

The  Responsum  of  Abraham  Maimuni  cited  above  shows  that  at  least 
as  early  as  the  thirteenth  century  Eldad  was  credited  with  an  account  of  ten 
tribes  in  place  of  his  original  four  tribes;  v.  note  17. 

i»  V.  MGWJ.  1873  p.  493  note  1. 

20  V.  Bet  ha-Midrasch  II  p.  XXVIII  note  3. 

21  V.  Likkute  Kadmoniyot  pp.  108,  180. 

22  V.  Geschichte  V  note  19.  23  L,  c.  p.  452. 
2*  V.  He-Haluz  VI  (1861)  pp.  62—63. 

25  V.  Bikkoret  Letolodot  Hakkaraim  pp.  64  et  seq.  105  et  seq.;  Chwolson 
and  Fiinn  also  rejected  the  Karaitic  theory,  v.  ib.  pp.  112  et  seq. 


Halakot,  although  he  agreed  with  Graetz  in  his  general  verdict 
on  Eldad.  In  Weiss'  opinion  the  elements  in  these  Halakot, 
which  are  in  harmony  with  Karaism,  had  been  borrowed  from 
Eldad.26  Neubauer  adopted  Graetz'  views  and  again  gave  promin- 
ence to  the  Karaitic  theory.27 

The  controversy  centering  mainly  about  the  origin  of  this 
Halakic  compendium  thus  lasted  for  forty  years  without  making 
any  progress.  The  appearance  of  Epstein's  thorough  work,  in 
1891,  marked  a  great  step  in  advance.28  Here  for  the  first  time 
the  Halakic  elements  of  the  Eldad  literature  received  as  careful 
study  as  the  Haggadic  elements.  Epstein  published  all  the 
Halakic  texts,  then  known,  with  an  introduction  and  copious 
notes,  and  made  a  comparative  study  of  the  Halakot  of  Eldad 
with  the  Rabbinic,  Karaitic,  and  Samaritan  Halakot.  His  main 
theory  was  that  Eldad's  Ritual  constituted  a  collection  of  the 
Halakot  of  the  Falashas.  This  view  has  not,  however,  been 
accepted  by  the  critics.29  It  is  to  his  credit  none  the  less  that 
he  made  the  first  thorough  and  scientific  examination  of  the 
Halakic  part  of  the  Eldad  literature. 

In  the  mean  time,  a  most  important  addition  was  made  to 
our  extant  texts  for  the  study  of  Eldad.  Among  the  valuable 
Genizah  finds  which  now  form  part  of  the  University  Library 
of  Cambridge,  Doctor  Schechter  discovered  two  important  ancient 
fragments,  one  of  which  he  identified  as  part  of  Eldad's  Ritual, 
and  the  other  as  part  of  the  Responsum,  mentioned  above.  These 
fragments  have  thrown  a  new  light  on  the  character  of  the  original 
text  of  the  Eldad  literature.  For  the  Halakah  the  discovery  of 
the  Genizah  fragment  meant  the  discovery  of  an  older  and  more 
perfect  text  of  the  Ritual  than  any  we  have  hitherto  possessed. 
It  has  also  made  possible  the  reconstruction  of  the  Ritual  in  a 

«  V.  Dor  IV  (1881)  p.  Ill  note  25,  p.  112  note  27;  cf.  also  his  review 
of  Epstein's  Eldad  in  Ha-Hoker  I  (1891)  pp.  158  et  seq.  There  "Weiss  seems 
to  adopt  the  view  that  the  Ritual  is  an  independent  eclectic  system  of  Halakot. 

"  V.  JQB.  I  pp.  105,  110.  28  V.  note  11. 

2»  J.  Halevy  in  Revue  Critique  d'Histoire  et  de  Litterature  N.  S.  XXXI 
(1891)  p.  463  opposes  the  Falasha  theory.  He  points  out  that  the  ritual  of 
the  Falashas  is  very  simple.  He  argues  further  that  it  could  not  have  been 
written  in  Hebrew.  The  Falashas  were  brought  to  Abyssinia  as  captives  taken 
in  war  by  the  Ethiopians.  They  did  not  understand  Hebrew,  and  in  their 
liturgy  they  used  either  the  Septuagint  or  an  Aramaic  Targum.  At  a  later 
time  they  adopted  an  Ethiopic-Christian  translation  of  the  Bible. 


much  completer  form,  the  preparation  of  a  more  exact  text,  and 
a  more  accurate  determination  of  the  interrelation  of  the  other 
manuscript  fragments  of  the  Ritual. 

Both,  on  the  basis  of  the  Genizah  fragments,  which  are 
here  published  for  the  first  time,  and  a  careful  examination 
of  all  existing  texts,  the  present  work  seeks  to  present,  a 
text-critical  study  of  the  Eldad  Halakah.  I  have  attempted 
to  reconstruct  the  Ritual  of  Eldad  and  to  restore  it,  as  nearly 
as  possible  to  its  original  form  (Chap.  III).  Furthermore,  it 
has  been  my  endeavor  to  show  the  relation  of  the  text  of  the 
Ritual  to  the  epitome  of  it  preserved  in  the  Responsum  (Chap. 
II).  A  special  chapter  has  been  devoted  to  the  peculiarities  of 
Eldad's  Hebrew,  and  a  Glossary  presented  explaining  the  unusual 
words  and  idioms  employed  in  the  Ritual  (Chap.  IV).  And 
finally  the  attempt  has  been  made  to  indicate  the  place  of  the 
Ritual  in  the  earlier  Halakic  literature  (Chap.  V). 

The  utmost  reverence  has  been  shown  for  the  readings  of 
the  manuscripts.  The  endeavor  was  to  retain  them  in  their 
original  form,  wherever  it  was  possible.  In  editing  a  text  so  old 
and  so  peculiar  from  a  linguistic  point  of  view  as  that  of  the 
Ritual,  we  cannot  expect  accuracy  and  elegance  of  style,  but 
must  content  ourselves  with  a  merely  intelligible  text.  Numerous 
emendations  of  Epstein  have  been  gratefully  adopted.  These  are 
indicated  in  the  notes  by  the  letter  E.  Many  emendations  of 
his,  however,  had  to  be  disregarded,  because  they  were  deemed 
either  inadequate  or  superfluous.  Variant  readings  have  been 
preserved  in  the  notes  on  the  text. 

In  Recension  A  the  more  difficult  Halakot  are  given  in 
translation,  because  this  was  found  to  be  the  simplest  and  briefest 
way  of  indicating  my  conception  of  the  meaning  of  the  text.  In 
the  notes  in  Recension  B,  special  attention  has  been  given  to 
the  interpolations  in  the  text,  and  detailed  study  has  been  made 
of  the  development  of  the  original  text  into  its  present  form. 

Incidental  to  my  study  of  the  Halakah,  I  publish  in  the 
Appendix  (I)  the  recently  discovered  Genizah  fragment  of  two 
non-Halakic  sections  of  the  Responsum.  This  fragment  is  of 
importance  for  the  history  of  the  Eldad  legend.  The  comparative 
study  here  made  of  the  Genizah  fragment  and  the  parallel  texts 
throws  light  on  the  process  of  accretion  and  interpolation  through 
which  the  present  text  of  the  Responsum  was  developed.  At 
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the  same  time  it  corroborates  the  results  obtained  from  the  con- 
sideration of  the  Halakic  texts,  that  our  text  in  the  editio  princeps 
is  full  of  interpolations  and  alterations,  and  is  by  no  means 
authentic  throughout.  Incidentally,  the  comparison  of  the  various 
texts  with  one  another  brings  out  the  place  and  importance  of 
the  recension  of  the  Hesponsum  preserved  in  the  historical  work 
Shalshelet  ha- Kabbalah,  a  recension  which  has  been  hitherto 
neglected.  A  comparison  of  its  text  with  that  of  the  editio 
princeps  also  reveals  a  number  of  significant  interpolations  in 
the  latter. 

The  text  of  another  and  less  important  Genizah  fragment 
which  originally  formed  the  introduction  to  Eldad's  Ritual  in  a 
Halakic  code  belonging  probably  to  the  Gaonic  period,  is 
printed  here  (Appendix  II).  The  part  preserved  in  this  fragment, 
however,  deals  with  the  Eldad  legend  only.  The  texts  of  both 
Genizah  fragments  have  been  annotated,  not  only  from  the  point 
of  view  of  text  criticism,  but  also  from  the  point  of  view  of  the 
relation  of  the  parallel  texts. 

Attention  is  here  called  to  the  points  in  which  the  present 
edition  of  the  Eldad  Halakah  differs  from  that  of  Epstein. 
To  the  texts  published  by  Epstein  in  his  work  on  Eldad  the 
Genizah  fragment  has  been  added.  Instead  of  parallel  texts  one 
continuous  text  is  presented,  the  basis  being  the  Genizah  frag- 
ment where  it  is  available,  and  the  oldest  extant  manuscript 
where  the  Genizah  fragment  fails  us.  The  author  is  glad  to 
acknowledge  his  deep  appreciation  of  Epstein's  studies  and  to 
express  his  indebtedness  to  them. 

In  closing  this  chapter,  I  wish  to  sum  up  here  briefly  the  results 
of  my  study  of  the  Eldad  literature.  Investigation  reveals  that 
Eldad  himself  wrote  Halakah  only.  The  study  of  this  material 
points  to  the  conclusion  that  the  Halakot  contained  therein  are,  in 
substance,  the  dietary  ritual  observed  by  the  Jews  of  a  particular 
country.  Though  this  country  cannot  at  present  be  definitely 
located,  it  can  be  shown,  nevertheless,  that  it  was  within  the  sphere 
of  influence  of  the  Palestinian  Talmud  and  of  the  Arabic  language. 
The  form,  however,  in  which  we  have  the  Ritual  can,  properly,  be 
attributed  to  Eldad.  The  task  of  the  future  student  of  the 
Eldad  Halakah  will  be  to  determine  from  the  evidences  of 
language,  content,  and  relation  to  other  Halakic  codes  of  the 
Gaonic  period,  the  country  in  which  this  dietary  ritual  had  its  origin. 


With  regard  to  the  personality  of  Eldad,  the  conclusion  is 
that  the  only  authentic  source  of  information  is  the  account  of 
him  and  of  his  reports  preserved  in  the  Responsum.  Here  again 
the  recently  recovered  text  of  the  Genizah  fragment  proves 
clearly  that  the  narrative  in  the  editio  princeps  and  in  current 
texts  has  suffered  much  from  later  interpolations  and  alterations. 
The  narratives  found  in  the  Sefer  Eldad,  which  exists  in  various 
recensions,  and  is  ascribed  to  him,  cannot  be  trusted.  Eldad  is 
the  hero,  not  the  author,  of  the  Sefer  Eldad.  The  legends  con- 
tained in  this  work  should  be  traced  to  their  sources  and  studied 
in  their  relation  to  the  older  Midrashim,  before  the  Sefer  Eldad 
can  be  used  as  a  source  of  information  on  Eldad.  At  present, 
we  must  rely  exclusively  on  the  Responsum  for  our  knowledge 
of  this  anomalous  figure  in  Jewish  history.  Moreover,  in  view 
of  the  character  of  the  text  preserved,  we  must  take  no  little 
caution  in  the  use  of  even  this  Responsum. 


CHAPTER  H. 

RECENSIONS  OF  THE  TEXT. 

The  Ritual  on  Slaughtering  of  Eldad  ha-Dani  exists  in  two 
recensions.  One  of  these,  which  we  shall  designate  by  A,  is 
either  the  original,  or  a  version  very  close  to  the  original.  The 
other,  which  we  shall  designate  by  B,  is  merely  an  epitome  of 
the  Ritual,  prepared  in  Kairwan  and  sent  to  the  Gaon  of  Sura, 
Zemah  [ben  Hayyim],  for  his  opinion  of  it. 

I.    RECENSION  A. 

That  recension  A  was  known  to  the  older  Rabbinic  author- 
ities, is  proved  by  citations  from  Rabbinic  works  which  Epstein 
and  others  before  him  traced  out  (v.  Epstein's  Eldad,  p.  137). 
It  was  known  to  the  older  Rabbinic  authors  as  JWin11  "|»K  rVD^n, 
a  title  derived  from  the  opening  words  ]13  p  JJtyirP  "l!2K.  An 
erroneous  interpretation  of  V'K,  the  abbreviation  of  this  title, 
gave  rise  to  the  designation  btTiW  pN  JTO^n,  by  which  name  it  is 
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referred  to  in  the  works  of  later  glossators  and  commentators.30 
"We  do  not  possess  it  in  any  single  complete  manuscript.  We 
are  obliged  to  have  recourse  to  a  number  of  manuscript  frag- 
ments, in  order  to  obtain  a  clear  idea  of  its  structure  and 
content.  The  manuscript  material  on  the  basis  of  which  we  re- 
construct it,  is  as  follows: 

I.  Q.  Citations  from  Eldad's  Ritual  in  'B  JKiTOto  n"?«D"l 
INITl^tf  <T3in  ("The  clear  treatise  on  the  ritual  slaughtering 
of  animals"),  MS.  Bodl.  Neub.  no.  793  ',  the  author  of  which, 
according  to  a  conjecture  of  Halberstam's,31  subsequently  con- 
firmed by  another  manuscript,32  was  Samuel  ben  Jacob  ibn 
(aama'  (JflDi)  of  D2Np  in  Northern  Africa  (twelfth  century),  author 
of  a  supplement  to  the  'Aruk.*3  This  rftKDI,  which  is  very 
valuable  in  the  history  of  literature,  has  been  described  in  detail 
by  Steinschneider.34  One  of  Ibn  Gamac's  chief  sources  was 
Hananeel  ben  Hushiel  of  Kairwan.35  The  citations  from  Eld  ad, 
Ibn  Gama'  probably  took  either  directly  from  a  copy  of  the  Eldad 
Ritual  made  by  Hananeel36  or  from  quotations  in  Hananeel's 
works,  perhaps  from  the  latter's  commentary  on  Hullin.*1  Ibn 
Gramac  assures  us  in  one  place  in  his  ri^KDI  (MS.  p.  100  b)  that 
he  is  quoting  the  manuscript  of  Hananeel  literally.38  Hananeel 
lived  in  Kairwan,  the  scene  of  Eldad's  activity,  one  hundred  years 
earlier.  It  is,  therefore,  probable  that  this  scholar  had  utilized 


30  Azulai  was  the  first,  as  far  as  I  know,   to  maintain  that  the 
p«  was   the  work  of  Eldad,    v.   Shem  ha-Gedolim  8.  v.  pn 

Graetz  was  the  first  to  suggest  that  the  title  btnw  p«  nir^n  was  due 
to  the  misreading  of  the  abreviation  '"«  nr^n  in  jHZMiT  1BK  nis^n,  (v.    Ge- 
schichte  V  (1860)  p.  452).    This  was  proved  conclusivly  by  Reifmann,  who  does 
not  seem  to  have  known  of  Graetz's  suggestion,  (v.  Ha~Karmel  1.  c.  p.  280). 
si  V.  Ha-Earmtl  HI  (1863)  p.  215. 

31  V.  Neubauer,  Catalogue,  Additions  to  no.  7931  on  p.  1154,  and  idem, 
The  Literature  of  the  Jews  in  Yemen  in  JQR.  Ill  p.  619. 

33  For  this  author  v.  Steinschneider,  Die  Arabische  Literatur  §  105  and 
Buber,   in  Graetz'  Jubelschrift  (Hebrew  part)  p.  6,  where  the  existing  portions 
of  Ibn  Gamac's  Supplement  are  published  ;  for  the  name  cf.  Steinschneider  in 
JQR.  X  514. 

34  V.  his  article  Schlachtregeln  in  arabischer  Sprache  in  Geiger's  JZ.  I  —  IV  ; 
cf.  also  JQR.  XIII  pp.  457  et  seq. 

3  s  Cf.  Steinschneider  in  JZ.  I  p.  314. 

36  This  is  Steinschneider's  view  /.  c.  pp.  240,  311. 

37  V.  on  this  commentary  Berliner,  Migdal  Chananel  p.  XVII. 

38  V.  A.  note  30. 
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Eldad's  .Ritual  in  its  original  form.  This  assumption  is  in  a 
measure  confirmed  by  the  fact,  that  the  few  quotations  from  Eldad 
occurring  in  Ibn  Gamac  which  may  be  examined  by  a  comparison 
with  parallel  texts,  can  be  proved  to  be  considerably  older  than 
P  (see  below),  and  cannot  be  much  later,  if  at  all  later,  than 
the  Genizah  fragment  T-8  (see  below  p.  12).39 

The  quotations  from  Eldad  in  Ibn  Gamac's  work  were 
marked  in  the  manuscript  by  Steinschneider  in  1851.40  Goldberg 
in  1857  published  these  quotations,  as  indicated  by  Steinschneider, 
in  an  inaccurate  and  incomplete  form,  however,  in  the  "1  ri^KDT 
Bnp  p  mim,  edited  by  Goldberg  and  Barges,  p.  xix  et  seq. 
In  the  same  year  Filipowski  also  printed  them  in  no  more 
accurate  form  in  his  Liber  Juchassin,  p.  207  et  seq.4i  A  better 
edition  is  to  be  found  in  Epstein's  Eldad,  pp.  99 — 104.  This 
also  is  not  entirely  free  from  errors,  as  it  is  based  on  an  inaccu- 
rate copy  made  by  Neubauer.42  In  preparing  this  edition  I  have 
used  a  photographic  copy  of  the  respective  parts  of  the  manuscript 
itself.  Ibn  Gama  's  quotations  embrace 

1.  Part  I  of  the  Ritual  (rWW  niD^H,  §§  1—6),  in  its  entirety. 

2.  Part  II  (fllBIti  rVO^n),  several  regulations  concerning  the 
lungs  (§  9d,  e,  f,  h)  and  the  kidneys  (§  20). 

3.  Partly  ((TTJ  rCD^n),  a  regulation  governing  the  slaughter- 
ing of  .Tn  and  *\y  (§  36). 

II.  P.  The  longest  continuous  fragment  of  the  Ritual  known; 
MS.  Parma,  de  Rossi,  cod.  327,  22.  Steinschneider43  was  the 
first  to  point  out  the  relation  of  this  fragment  to  the  Ritual  of 
Eldad.  This  codex  was  completed  in  1290  C.  E.,  by  Samuel  ben 
Joseph  ben  Samuel  'ben  Joseph  in  Uncastillo  (^r\fc?p  )1N),  a  place 
in  Aragon.44  This  fragment  contains 

1.  Part  II  (JYIBIB  flD^l),  complete  (§§  7—25). 


39  A  §  20  which  is  intentionally  reproduced  in  abridged  form  by  Ibn 
Gamac,  cannot  be  regarded  as  disproving  the  view  in  the  text;  v.  ib.  note  203. 

4°  V.  JZ.  1.  c.  p.  310. 

«  V.  Steinschneider's  Corrections  in  JZ.  II  p.  297—301. 

«  V.  Epstein's  Eldad  p.  L.  43  L.  c.  I  p.  311. 

44  V.  Catal.  de  Rossi  I  p.  181,  Epstein  p.  Ill  note.  For  a  fuller  des- 
cription of  this  MS.  v.  Horowitz,  Bibliotheca  Hctffgadica,  I  (1881)  pp.  16  et 
seq.  The  sufferings  to  which  the  scribe  alludes  (13«»  nmn  \0  IJ^JP  VBrro  "?Krn 

D'VW)  may  be  those  due  to  the  oppressive  legislation  of  Alfonso  X 

of  Castile  (1252—1284),  or,  more  specifically,  to  the  imprisonment  of  many 
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2.  Part  III  (D^UD),  almost  complete  (§§  26— 33e).« 
The  whole  of  this  text  has  been  published  by  Epstein 
(pp.  Ill — 121).  I  reprint  it  with  emendations  and  correction. 
Unfortunately  I  did  not  have  access  to  the  manuscript.  When- 
ever the  manuscript  is  referred  to  in  the  notes,  the  reference  is 
to  the  reading  of  the  MS.,  as  given  by  Epstein  in  contradistinction 
to  the  emendations  which  he  proposes. 

III.  T-S.    A  Genizah  fragment  T-S.   Loan  110,  University 
Library  of  Cambridge,  2  leaves  of  vellum,  20  x  18  cm.,  29  lines 
on  each  page,   in  old  Oriental  square  script,   belonging  at  the 
latest  to  the  eleventh  century.46    The  handwriting  is  quite  legible, 
"I  and  1,  however,  cannot  be  distinguished.    The  leaves  are  much 
damaged,  and  for  this  reason  the  text  contains  many  lacunae. 
The  fragment  contains 

1.  Part  II  (niBIB  rroS"!),  about  nine  paragraphs  (middle  of 
§  17— §  24;  middle  of  §  33  b— §  33  e)  and 

2.  Part  IV  (rrn  m^n),  almost  complete  (§  34— §  38).  The  two 
leaves  that  belong  in  between  (=  §  24  end — §  33  b  middle)  are 
unfortunately  missing. 

I  have  used  this  Genizah  fragment  as  the  text  of  my  edition, 
wherever  it  was  available,  for  the  reason  that  this  text  is  as  yet 
unpublished,  and  also,  for  the  more  important  reason,  that  it  is 
older  than  P  and  0,  and  probably  older  than  even  G.  The  variant 
readings  of  the  parallel  texts  have  been  given  a  place  in  the 
notes.  I  have  indicated  the  end  of  the  line  in  the  Genizah 
manuscript  by  a  vertical  line  |  .  Wherever  the  text  of  the  Ge- 
nizah fragment  is  defective,  and  readings  from  parallel  texts  are 
adopted,  it  is  indicated  by  brackets.  Where  the  inserted  word 
or  phrase  rests  on  mere  conjecture,  it  is  indicated  by  a  star. 

IV.  0.    An   extended   quotation  from  Eldad   in  Glosses  on 

Jews  in  Castile  and  Leon,  and  the  extortion  of  an  enormous  sum  for  ransom, 
v.  Graetz,  Geschichte  VII  pp.  40  et  seq. 

For  the  identification  of  bYi»p  px  with  Uncastillo,  for  which  I  am  in- 
debted to  Dr.  A.  Freimann,  v.  Zunz,  Zeitschrift  p.  134,  Jacobs,  An  Inquiry 
into  the  Sources  of  the  History  of  the  Jews  in  Spain,  Index  locorum  s.  v.  I  can- 
not share  Horowitz's  view  (I.  c.  p.  1)  that  VritPp  pto  is  Castel  Buono  in  Sicily. 

«  The  heading  'im  pi  p  y»irr6  npnai  nta'TO  ms^n  indicates  that  part  I 
(nB^ntP  niD^n)  was  at  one  time  part  of  P. 

**  The  handwriting  is  of  the  same  character  as  that  in  the  autograph 
letter  of  Hushiel  ben  Elhanan  (end  of  the  tenth  century),  published  by 
Schechter  in  JQR.  XI  p.  643. 
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the  Mordecai  ~by  a  German  Rabbi,  MS.  Oxford,  Neub.  no.  678— 
"a  veritable  mine  for  the  Halakic  literature  of  the  middle  ages".*' 
Attention  was  first  called  to  this  quotation  by  Dukes,48  and  later  by 
Stein  Schneider.49  A  part  of  this  quotation  (§§  32  and  33)  was  first 
printed  by  P.  F.  Frankl,s<>  and  all  of  it  by  Epstein  (pp.  132—134). 
Both  used  a  copy  made  by  Jellinek.  I  have  used  a  copy  of  the 
quotation  made  by  Edelmann51  which  is  in  the  Library  of  the 
Jewish  Theological  Seminary  of  America.  From  this  copy  it  is 
not  possible  to  make  any  important  corrections  in  the  text  given 
by  Epstein.  This  quotation  from  Eldad  contains: 

1.  Part  III  (D^UD),  beginning  with  §  32 c  and 

2.  Part  IV  OW  n«^1),  §  34  and  the  beginning  of  §  35.    It 
is  evident  that  the  original,  from  which  0  was  copied,  did  not  extend 
beyond  this  point.    The  scribe  therefore  supplied  the  missing  con- 
clusion of  the  Ritual  (Epstein  p.  134  no.  5 — 7)  from  the  Responsum 
(Recension  B).    Moreover,  there  is  even  some  indication  in  §§  34 
and  35  that  the  text  which  he  followed  was  incomplete,  and  he 
was  therefore  obliged  to  take  one  passage  in  §  34  (v.  A,   note 
528)  verbatim  from  B. 

Y.  M.  A  brief  quotation  in  Mordecai,  in  the  beginning  of 
Hullin,  cited  from  "jnD  lill.  At  first  sight,  this  quotation  would 
seem  to  have  been  taken  from  the  Sefer  ha-Terumah  of  Baruch 
ben  Isaac  of  Regensburg,  but  it  does  not  occur  there.  Presum- 
ably it  comes  from  the  no  longer  extant  Sefer  ha-Hokmah  of 
Baruch  ben  Samuel  of  Mayence  (d.  1221).52  The  quotation,  in 
its  present  form,  contains  only  the  first  half  of  §  1  of  part  I 
(ne^ntP  JTO^n),  and  proceeds  at  once  to  part  III,  where,  after 
the  introductory  sentence  of  §  26,  it  reproduces  the  D^IJS  enume- 
rated in  §  31,  but  in  a  rather  condensed  form.  In  its  original 
form  in  Mordecai  the  quotation  from  Baruch  must  have  been 
very  much  more  extensive,  for  it  appears  from  Shilte  lia-Gibborim 
at  the  beginning  of  Hullin  that  Mordecai  had  quoted,  in  the 


*7  V.  Neubauer  in  MGWJ.  1871  p.  174  note  2. 

48  V.  Literaturblatt  des  Orients  1850  p.  768.  His  reference  is  rather  in- 
definite. 

«  V.  J.  Z.  I  p.  310  note  13.  »o  V.  MGWJ.  1874  pp.  548  et  seq. 

51  V.  Edelmann's  edition  of  Caphtor  wa-Pherach  p.  XXIX. 

«  For  this  author  v.  S.  Kohn,  Mardochai  ben  Hillel  in  MGWJ.  1877 
p.  565,  1878  p.  42;  reprint  pp.  102,  108. 
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name  of  *]m  "1,  "the  entire  Ritual  of  Eldad".  "  This  statement 
must,  however,  in  all  probability  be  taken  to  refer  to  parts  I  and 
II  only,  which  precede  part  III,  dealing  with  D^UD  (v.  A,  note  2). 

The  quotation  from  M  is  too  brief  to  be  given  a  place  in 
the  text.  I  have,  however,  inserted  it  in  the  notes  (v.  A,  notes  2, 
289,  303,  332)  correcting  the  text  on  the  basis  of  ed.  Alfasi, 
Constantinople  1509,  and  a  parchment  MS.  of  the  fourteenth  century 
in  the  Library  of  the  Jewish  Theological  Seminary  of  America. 

The  four  texts,  G,  P,  T-S,  and  0,  supplement  one  another 
in  a  way  that  makes  the  reconstruction  of  the  entire  Ritual  of 
Eldad,  with  the  exception  of  the  conclusion,  possible.  Moreover, 
for  §§  9d,  e,f;  §  17  middle—  §  24  middle;  §  33b  middle—  §  35  and 
for  §  36  we  have  two  parallel  texts,  and  for  §  20,  §  33  b,  middle  —  e, 
even  three  texts.  In  the  present  edition  the  text  which  serves 
as  the  basis  is  designated  by  the  initial  letter  in  the  left  margin; 
where  parallel  texts  exist  these  are  indicated  by  the  other  letters. 
The  beginning  and  the  end  of  a  text  are  indicated  by  two  parallel 
lines  ||  . 

Of  these  texts  the  nearest  the  original  is,  in  all  probability,  the 
Genizah  fragment.54  That  the  Genizah  fragment  has  a  more  original 
text  than  G,  can  be  established  with  some  degree  of  certainty, 
although  only  one  section  (§  36)  is  to  be  found  in  both  texts.  In  G, 
Eldad's  terms  are  replaced  by  the  more  usual  later  terms.  Thus  in 
place  of  NBB  and  "1EO  —  the  latter  is  in  itself  a  later  substitute  for 

(v.  notes  551  and  552)—  we  have  "I1DK  and  into,  instead  of  «"?2 
T  rnit?p  the  simpler  phrase  nnmo  (v.  note  562),  instead 
of  the  curious  phrase  Kin  *)iy  ^3,  the  simpler  reading  *)1J?  ^Dl  (v. 
note  564).  Likewise  we  have  in  G  in  §  9e  the  Rabbinic-Tal- 
mudic  form  KDTD,  where  Eldad  must  have  used  *pD  (v.  note  74).  It 
seems,  however,  that  both  T-S  and  G  go  back  to  one  earlier  text, 
for  §  36  in  both  texts  contains  the  characteristic  mistake  $b  DN 
"IWpfl,  where  the  sense  requires  the  reading  *YlB?pfi  DM  (v.  note  555). 

That  T-S  is  more  original  than  P  can  be  readily  and  con- 
clusively proved,  for  here  we  have  parallel  texts  for  considerable 


Dm»  "jKntsr1  p«  msbn  nan  ^3  wyrb  n^nra  "p«n  1112  urn  nan 


54  Among  the  peculiarities  of  T-S  is  the  affixing  of  pronominal  plural 
endings  to  singular  forms  of  nouns  and  verbs.  So  §  17  (note  125)  «»n  nerani 
n<»BJ  n«,  Pnwsa  nx;  §  23  (note  257)  ,T'&me6,  Pionw1?;  §  24  (note  263)  meo  rm; 
§35  (note  558)  iVPXl,  G  nwtn.  Note  also  the  frequent  use  of  the  matres  lectionis. 
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portions  of  the  Ritual.  In  place  of  the  constantly  recurring 
formula  in  the  fragment  ^3tf  fc6l  Kin  n*no  or  tetn  Kin  TBO,  P 
reads  in  most  cases  simply  nsiD  or  "1BO.  The  prolix  enumeration 
of  domestic  animals  in  §  20  of  the  Genizah  fragment  Kin  "lit?  DK 

nni»D  ms  bx  *fp  me  OKI  Kinn  am  antw  TOK  ini»D  nw  ^>K  T^ 
irnoa  ^K  ^>K  ^K  OKI  iniBD  ony  na  hx  any  na  OKI  imoD  ^p  *?K  top  OKI 
nni&:)  rfrm  ^K  n^m  OKI  nmw  nry  ^>K  nry  OKI  ini»D  B^YI  *?«  P"n  DKI 

is  abridged,  by  substituting  the  phrase  D^ID  niDnsn  VD  pi  after  hx& 
nniOD  nifl  (v.  note  183).  A  similar  abridgment  is  adopted  in  an 
analogous  case  in  §  23  (v.  note  238  a).  Biblical  forms  of  the 
Genizah  fragment  frequently  give  way  in  P  to  Rabbinic-Talmudic 
forms;  thus  1^1  is  used  instead  of  i?*  (v.  T-S  §  23  note  249), 
«^tt  instead  of  n^D  (T-8  §  20  note  176),  the  Mishnaic  ^JK  instead 
of  ^N  (T-8  ib.  note  180),  «,T»  instead  of  rrrw  (T-S  §  24  note 
265),  the  participial  ending  p  instead  of  D\  The  characteristic 
vulgar  Arabic  construction  ^DW  l^y  "I1DK  (v.  Glossary  5.  v. 
is  abandoned  for  the  simpler  infinitive  construction  ^>13W 
(T-8  §  33  c  note  465).  Similarly  1BO  replaces  the  term  lints, 
which  Eldad  used  (c/.  T-S  §  17  note  127,  §  18  note  137,  §  19 
note  173,  §  20  note  202,  §  21  note  210,  §  22  note  222).  Instead 
of  nnim  (T-S  §  35)  the  more  usual  nniDIK  occurs  in  P  (§  17). 
In  addition,  the  numerous  corruptions  of  the  tezt,  omissions,55 
and  misplacing  of  passages  which  a  comparison  with  T-S  reveals, 
show  clearly  that  the  text  of  P  is  considerably  later  than  the 
more  perfect  text  of  the  Genizah  fragment.  No  direct  relation 
between  the  two  can,  however,  be  established.  Here  again  certain 
errors56  and  peculiarities57,  common  to  both,  would  seem  to  indicate 
that  the  two  texts  are  to  be  traced  back  to  an  earlier  text. 
0  shows  in  turn  a  much  later  form  of  the  text  than  P.  In  it  the 
original  style  is  still  further  obliterated.  Thus  "Oil  (P  §  33  a 

ss  §  9h  and  §  10  beg.  are  entirely  wanting  in  P,  (v.  notes  104,  104a). 

56  Thus  tb  instead  of  ll?  in  §  33d  (note  480);  the  negative  particle  *h 
before  ton  in  §  22  (note  225  a). 

57  Thus  ton  in  §  18  (note  143),  which  is  found  in  both  texts;  likewise 
the  spelling  of  the  second  person  perfect  singular  with  n  in  nnnriB  and  nnnnj 
in  §  22  (note  215;  for  this  spelling  in  the  Bible  see  Gesenius,  Hebr.  Grammatik21 , 
§  44 g,  in  the  Yerushalmi,  Schlesinger,  Das  Aramaische  Verbum  im  jerusalemi- 
schen  Talmud,,  p.  13,  in  the  Tosefta,  Zuckermandel,  Die  Erfurter  Handschrift 
der  Tosefta,  p.  9,  in  the  Midraahim,  Theodor  in  M.G.W.J.  1893,  p.  208  note  5); 
the  omission  of  the  B  of  fl&BP  in  §  23  (note  272) ;  the  omission  of  the  article 
of  D^jjta  at  the  end  of  §  22,  where  both  texts  read  in  the  beginning  n"j?Dn. 
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note  414)  becomes  1BK1;  run  (P  §  33  b  note  436)  becomes 
raarmm  n«»  in*6  (Pib.  note  432)  larwt?  ins1?;  wr  ty  Ka  "?ni 

(Pi&.  note  439)  irt?J>  KBn;  JNSa  Kin  TffK  nynn  (T-8  §  33  e  note  503) 
]KSn  ^>3K  Kin  "IPK  nynn  etc.  0  inserts  the  copula,  wherever  the 
general  usage  of  the  neo-Hebrew  requires  it  (v.  §  32  c  note  364 
Dmnai;  §  33  a  note  401  )SK1;  ib.  note  417  KT1;  §  34  note  521  I^BKI; 
ib.  note  523  n»1  etc.).  Moreover  0  tends  to  improve  upon  the  text 
in  several  instances,  thus  substituting  niBn  for  n2  in  §  32  c  (note 
358)  and  omitting  the  superfluous  word  napJ  in  maiya  nana 
^  nivn  nap:  (§  33  a  note  415).  0  also  takes  other  liberties 
with  the  original  text,  abridging  it  in  places  for  the  sake 
of  simplicity,  thus  e.  g.  instead  of  "1t?a  nipan  )0  D17I  'IStsn^ 

ninaKi  awa  warren  una»  nnat?  ana  nana  it  reads  Dsia  want? 

(P  §  33b  note  440);  instead  of  no  u6  ,w^  niso  ^ 
ar-a  i&nt?n  K^>  Kin  it  reads  simply  K^n  IK^>  niso  ^ 

(P  §  32  d  note  476).  Similarly  in  §  33  fewer  examples 
are  given  than  in  the  original  text  (v.  note  431)  and  again  the 
collective  term  filBiym  is  used  instead  of  the  rather  extended  list 
of  fowl  mentioned  in  the  original  text  (P  §  32  c  note  345).  In 
the  same  spirit  the  unimportant  sentence  nj?  nnaVliy  ny  nnVTI 

i^Kn  a^ayn  r/wnai  a«n  an^»  IKS--I  nniK  rrtob  ntypa  it^K  (P  §32c 

note  339)  is  omitted,  and  a  Halakic  discussion  occupying  four 
lines  that  is  not  essential  to  the  thought  is  left  out  (§  33  b  note 
444).  Furthermore,  the  substitution  of  the  Talmudic  phrase  iTni 
D^i  K^l  D"1}  (§  32  c  note  343)  for  Eldad's  plainer  words  is  evidence 
that  this  text  is  to  be  assigned  to  a  later  date. 

There  are  indications  that  0  may  be  traced  to  P  or  a  group 
of  manuscripts  going  back  to  P.  These  indications  are  to  be 
found  in  certain  errors,  such  as  jnta  Ka  DK1  (T-S  §  33d  note 
467)  and  omissions  such  as  Ki  (ib.  note  469)  and  ^OKS  K^l  (ib. 
note  472)  common  to  both  texts,  also  in  the  fact  that  both  alike 
use  certain  forms  which  differ  from  those  employed  in  T-S  as 
fpte  (T-S'&pfo  ib.  note473a);  DK1  (T-S  QK  ib.  note  479);  nana 

nana  -ma  (T-8  niana  TO  niana  ib.  note  489).    This  does  not 

preclude  the  possibility  that  0  was  influenced  by  a  manuscript 
closely  related  to  T-S.  Evidence  of  this  is  to  be  found  in  certain 
forms  common  to  both  0  and  T-S  in  the  use  of  which  both 
differ  alike  from  P.  Compare  e.  g.  nsiai  DKn  of  T~S  and  0 
(§  33d  note  468)  with  niai  DKn  of  P,  and  B^ajJB  or  pBTiJJB  of 
T-8,  0  (ib.  note  483)  with  JWya  of  P. 
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II.  RECENSION  B. 

During  the  stay  of  Eldad  in  Kairwan  an  epitome  was  made 
of  his  Ritual,  in  order  that  it  might  be  submitted  to  the  Gaon 
for  his  opinion  on  points  in  which  Eldad's  Ritual  differed  from 
their  own.  The  oldest  source  for  this  epitome  thus  far  known 
is  the  epistle  of  the  community  of  Kairwan  to  the  G-aon  Zemah 
[ben  flayyim].  This  epistle  in  its  present  form  is,  however,  not 
older  than  the  second  half  of  the  fifteenth  century.  It  was  first 
published  together  with  the  decision  of  the  Gaon  by  Abraham 
Conat  [Mantua,  1480]. 58  Our  text  is  based  on  a  photographic 
reproduction  of  the  copy  of  this  editio  princeps  in  the  Bodleian 
Library  in  Oxford. 

As  this  Responsum  was  the  only  continuous  text  known 
before  the  discovery  of  manuscript  P  (see  above  p.  11),  it 
naturally  formed  the  basis  of  all  opinions  of  Eldad's  ritual. 
Frankl,  never  suspecting  the  genuineness  of  the  text  in  its  pre- 
sent form,  was  troubled  by  some  of  its  discrepancies.  In  his 
prejudice  against  Eldad,  he  attributed  these  inconsistencies 
to  the  character  of  the  author.  To  cite  an  instance:  in  no.  10 
several  sections  have  been  lost  from  the  text  (v.  B,  note  28).  As 
a  result  a  question  is  followed  by  an  absolutely  incongruous 
answer.  Frankl's  comment  is  that  Eldad  "has  here  given  a 
decision  quite  unequalled  in  folly".59 

A  much  more  exhaustive  examination  of  this  Responsum  was 
undertaken  by  Jacob  Reifmann.  He  was  the  first  to  subject 
the  Halakot  of  the  Responsum  to  a  critical  and  perhaps  even 
hypercritical  analysis.  He  found  no  less  than  nineteen  passages 
taken,  as  he  thought,  from  Talmud  Babli,  Hullin,  some  of  them 

58  Small  octavo,  14  pages,  n.  d.,  n.  p.;  v.  Steinschneider,   Geschichtslite- 
ratur  pp.  16  et  seq.  Attention  was  first  called  to  the  existence  and  importance 
of  this  text  by  Luzzatto  in  Literaturblatt  des  Orients  1846  p.  481.  This  editio 
princeps  is  to  be  found  in  only  three  libraries  (v.  Jewish  Encyclopedia,  8.  v. 
Incunabula  VI  p.  597  no.  7).  It  was  reprinted  several  times,  v.  Steinschneider 
/.  c.    Of  the  more  recent  editions  the  one  by  Jellinek  in  his  BH.  II  p.  108  is 
reprinted  from  a  poor  text  appearing  in  Zolkiev  1772,  octavo.  Epstein  pp.  83 
et  seq.  gives  the  editio  princeps,  using  a  copy  made  by  Moses  Gerundi.    An- 
other reprint,  absolutely  uncritical,  is  to  be  found  in  Isidor  Zinger's  Eldod 
ha-Doni,  Podgorze  1900  pp.  5  et  seq.,  v.  Steinschneider  1.  c.  p.  174. 

59  V.  MGWJ.  1873  p.  489.    For  a  similar  example  of  Frankl's  criticism, 
due  to  his  uncritical  use  of  the  text,  v.  infra  p.  100. 
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verbatim.60  In  the  same  way  he  thought  he  had  found  passages 
paralleled  in  the  older  Rabbinic  literature.  His  general  con- 
clusion, therefore,  was  that  the  author,  or  compiler  (1*1013),  of 
this  ritual  was  an  ancient  impostor  (Dip  l|3B'nTD  TflK)  who  had 
gathered  his  material  from  our  Talmudic  and  Graonic  writings 
and  other  Halakic  works  no  longer  extant.61  These  he  used 
either  verbatim  or  in  a  slightly  modified  form.  For  some  of  the 
Halakot  he  claimed  the  authority  of  Moses  or  Joshua.  He 
ascribed  the  whole  collection  to  Eldad  ha-Dani,  and  styled  it 
"Halakah  of  the  Ten  Tribes".  The  citations  from  the  v'«  nD^H 
which  we  find  in  the  older  rabbinic  authors,  Reifmann  thought, 
were  not  quotations  from  Eldad's  ritual,  but  rather  sources  from 
which  this  impostor  drew.  The  latter,  Reifmann  implies,  must 
have  lived  at  least  before  Jacob  ben  Asher,  the  author  of  the 
Turim,  who  died  in  1340.  He  bases  this  view  on  the  fact  that 
in  four  instances  there  is  complete  agreement— verbatim  et  lite- 
ratim— between  the  Responsum  and  the  Tur  and  he  therefore 
concludes  that  Jacob  ben  Asher  made  use  of  the  Responsum.62 
This  interpretation  of  Reifmann,  as  we  shall  soon  see,  is  erron- 
eous. It  is,  however,  to  his  credit  that  he  overthrew  the  view 
which  had  enjoyed  universal  acceptance  before  him,  namely 
"whatever  is  ascribed  to  Eldad  is  authentic,  i.  e.  was  actually 
written  by  him".63  Reifmann  pronounced  the  entire  Responsum 
spurious.  In  this  he  went  too  far,  for,  as  we  shall  presently 
establish,  the  passages  which  led  him  to  regard  the  Responsum 
as  a  forgery,  are  interpolations. 

Reifmann's  investigation  was  followed  by  Epstein's  study  of 
the  Responsum.  Epstein  scarcely  took  any  notice  of  Reifmann's 
results.  Confronted  by  the  patent  contradictions  in  the  Responsum 
itself,  such  as  the  existence  of  two  totally  different  decisions  on 
the  same  Halakah,  and  the  glaring  discrepancies  between  the 
Responsum  and  Recension  A,  he  sought  to  bring  about  harmony 
by  means  of  slight  textual  emendations  or  forced  explanations. 
He  attempted  to  maintain  the  genuineness  of  even  the  most 
palpable  Talmudic  interpolations  in  the  Responsum — some  of 
which  Steinschneider  had  already  pointed  out — and  resorted  to 
the  hypothesis  that  Eldad  had  become  acquainted  with  the 

eo  V.  Ha-Karmel,  vol.  VIII  pp.  264,  269  et  seq.  si  L.  c.  p.  280. 

«  V.  Recension  B.,  nos.  9»,  92,  10,  16  1  Tur,  Yoreh  Deah  §§  35,  53,  55; 

cf.  notes  26,  27, 41 ;  Reifmann  I  c.,  p.  286.     6 »  V.  Frankl  in  M Or  WJ.  1874  p.  552. 
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Talmud  in  Kairwan  and,  therefore,  incorporated  several  Talmudic 
Halakot  in  his  Ritual. 

Epstein  thus  left  the  critical  study  of  the  Responsum  where  it 
had  stood  before  Reifmann's  essay  appeared.  Neither  did  I.  H.  Weiss 
make  any  advance.  He  did,  indeed,  point  out  an  additional 
discrepancy  between  the  Responsum  and  Recension  A,  but  this  wasy 
to  him,  only  further  evidence  that  Eldad  was  a  mere  impostor.6'4 

There  is,  therefore,  no  need  of  an  apology  for  undertaking 
anew  a  critical  examination  of  the  text.  To  sum  up  the  results 
of  our  investigation: 

1.  The  form   of  the  Responsum   has   wider  gone   extensive 
alteration  under   Talmudic   and  Rabbinic  influence.     Frequently 
the  less  familiar  words,  phrases,  and  constructions  of  the  original 
have  been  replaced  by  the  more  usual  terminology  of  Talmudic- 
Rabbinic  literature.    Thus  there  is  substituted  in  the  Responsum 

for  tsy   (v.  B,  note  15);   H3  for  "ny^a  1J>  (v.  B,  note  5); 
for  Hip    (A,  §  10  note  105;  v.  B,  note  21);    \b  IDKff  fel 

\b  Tnn  rrapn  (v.  B,  notes  52,  53)  for  iniK  D-nnn  •«?«  ^>ai 
nn«  mp»n  nr6  ini«  Tnn  ht/ny^  napri  (A,  §  32  c)  etc. 

2.  The   original  Halakot  of  Eldad  have  been  changed  com- 
pletely in  a  number  of  instances,  so  as  to  make  them  agree  with 
the  Talmudic  or  Rabbinic  Halakah.   Thus,  e.  g.,  where  the  original 

text  read  Kin  linfi vaya  tormn  ap'i  (A,  §  21),  the  Responsum 

now  reads  nsiD  ^aya  ^in&n  Dp1},  the  very  opposite,  the  change 
having  been  made  to  bring  about  conformity  with  HuUin,  55  b, 
and   the   current   Halakah   (v.  B,   note  33).     Similarly   the    DK1 

vty  pK  nenya  i«  yriro  nitap  nn«i  n^na  nn«  (T^a  «sc^ 

«in  "lino  of  A  (§  20)  is  changed  in  the  Reponsum  to  the 

nsita  ,no»  2ij;3  TJ;I  npns  IBD  ny  ni^Bprw  «^ID  pi  of  Hullin. 
I  c.,  and  the  Halakic  codes  (v.  B,  note  36).  For  "IBDD2  niW  ^D 
«in  T»a  m»a  ^NOBO  moa  pts^B  ]s»s  ^  in  A  (§  16),  which  deals 

with  the  decision  concerning  fractured  ribs,  we  find  substituted  DN 

HBTB  pna  n^nan  n^niy^s  v-DnBOP  nona  n«s»,  in  accordance 

with  Hullin,  52  a,  and  our  Halakah  (y.  B,  note  38);  for  the  Ha- 
lakah of  Eldad  concerning  an  ox  that  has  fallen  into  a  pit  (A, 
§  24),  the  corresponding  Halakah,  taken  from  the  Tur,  Yoreh 
De'ah,  §  58  has  been  substituted;  compare  also  B,  no.  21  b,  with 
A  §  32,  and  B,  note  51. 

s*  V.  Ha-Hoker  I  p.  163. 
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3.  The  Responsum  lias  lieen  enlarged  through  numerous  later 
additions,  some  of  which  are  altogether  inconsistent  with  the  preceding 
Halakot  of  Eldad,  and  even  with,  the  corresponding  Halakot  in  A. 
Of  these  interpolations  some  were  suggested  by  the  Ritual  itself 
(comp.  iTDlB^p  in  no.  1,  v.  note  3;  HDrD  IK  in  no.  24,  v.  note  80). 
Others  were  taken  from  the  Talmud  (V/.  Mn  JTOb  no.  8,  v.  note  22; 
IS?  Dt?  'W  D'»  IN  no.  22,  v.  note  58)  or  from  some  early  Ha- 
lakic  code  (cj.  mBO  IttD  B^JflDn  DM  no.  2,  v.  note  6).  Thus,  at 
least  in  six  instances  passages  are  taken  verbatim  from  Tur,  Yoreh 
De'ah.  It  is,  of  course,  evident  that  these  interpolations  were 
taken  from  the  Tur,  and  not,  as  Reifmann  thought,  that  the  Tur 
took  these  passages  from  the  Responsum. 

Interpolations  from  the  Tur  in  the  Responsum  are  most 
frequent  in  two  places.  At  the  close  of  no.  9  there  occur  in 
succession  three  interpolations  taken  literally  from  Tur,  Yoreh  De'ah, 
§§  53,  55  and  56  (v.  note  26).  Again,  at  the  close  of  no.  17 
there  are  likewise  three  successive  interpolations  from  the  Tut; 
§§  59, 58  and  60  (v.  notes  45—47).  The  interpolations  following  no.  17 
may  be  very  readily  explained.  A  reader  or  a  copyist  who 
missed  the  Halakot  on  flaying  (iTT6an,  no.  18*  =  Tur  §  59)  and 

on  apoplexy  etc.  (naaisom  naanyom  Din  rmn«,  no.  19*  =  Tur 

§  60)  supplied  the  deficiency  from  the  Tur  (§§  59,  60).  The 
third  passage  (no.  19)  represents  a  substitution  of  the  Halakah 
of  the  Tur  (§  58)  for  the  Halakah  of  Eldad  on  the  case  of  an 
ox  that  has  fallen  into  a  pit  (=  A,  §  24).  The  adoption  of 
§§  59  and  60  from  the  Tur  suggested  also  the  adoption  of  the 
Halakah  of  the  preceding  paragraph  of  the  Tur  (§  58)  in  place 
of  Eldad's  Halakah. 

The  position  of  the  interpolations  after  no.  9  (9*,  i,  2,  ;;) 
is  inexplicable  to  me.  They  very  plainly  interrupt  the  continuity, 
for  the  discussion  on  the  trachea  and  the  oesophagus  (no.  9)  is 
properly  followed  by  the  discussion  on  the  lungs  (no.  10).  This 
sequence  is  also  indicated  in  no.  8  rOj53  BtPin  Dllp  3pO  .  .  . 

"Di  njnn  nnp:  ntnn  ^aa  p  matin.    It  is  remotely  possible  that 

in  the  original  text  of  the  Responsum  there  occurred  a  passage 
corresponding  to  the  DXyn  T3»a  or  the  D3J>  PiO2  TSnBO  of  A, 
§  8b,  d.  The  word  "ttnBtt  suggested  another  Halakah  beginning 
with  nanB'a  (no.  9*,  i)  and  led  to  its  introduction  into  the  text 
at  this  point 

There  can  be  no  doubt,  however,   that  these  passages  are 
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later  interpolations,  taken  verbatim  from  the  Tur.  The  first  and 
third  (9*,  i,  3)  absolutely  contradict  nos.  16  and  17  in  the  Res- 
ponsum,  passages  the  authenticity  of  which  is  vouched  for  by 
Recension  A.  The  second  passage  (no.  9*,  2)  does  not  occur  in 
Recension  A,  and  it  is  incomplete.  The  conclusion  of  the  para- 
graph in  the  Tur  (§  55)  from  which  this  interpolation  is  taken, 
occurs  as  an  interpolation  between  nos.  16  and  17  (v.  B,  note  41). 

Other  disturbing  interpolations  from  the  Tur  are  found  in 
no.  10  =  Tur  §  35  (v.  note  27),  in  no.  12  =  Tur  §  36  (v.  note 
30)  and  in  no.  14  =  Tur  §  44  (v.  note  36).  These  also  may  be 
explained  as  the  insertions  of  a  reader  or  copyist.  The  abgence 
of  a  Halakah  on  the  KTTI  in  the  description  of  the  lung  in  no.  10, 
suggested  the  interpolation  of  the  appropriate  passage  from  the 
Tur  (§  35).  The  meagerness  of  the  Responsum  at  this  point, 
even  as  compared  with  A,  may  have  afforded  special  motive 
for  this  insertion  (v,  B,  note  27).  The  interpolations  in  nos.  12 
and  14  are  similarly  due  to  the  absence  of  the  usual  Rabbinic 
Halakot  on  these  subjects  in  the  Responsum.  The  passages  are 
likewise  taken  from  the  Tur  §§  36  and  44  respectively  (v.  notes 
30  and  36). 

It  is  thus  obvious  that  the  text  of  the  Responsum  has  been 
worked  over  repeatedly  before  it  assumed  its  present  form.  The 
steps  in  the  process  can  not  well  be  traced  now.  Stripped 
of  its  most  patent  Rabbinic  and  Talmudic  interpolations,  and 
of  alterations  in  style  and  substance,  what  remains  is  an  approxi- 
mation to  the  original  epitome  of  Eldad's  Ritual.  As  such, 
aside  from  its  intrinsic  value,  it  is  highly  important  as  a  means 
of  controlling  Recension  A. 

In  our  text  of  the  Responsum  passages  or  single  words  which 
have  undergone  alterations  either  in  style  or  in  substance  are 
printed  in  smaller  type.  Interpolations,  taken  from  the  Talmud, 
the  Tur  or  some  other  code,  are  printed  in  Rashi  script. 

Comparing  the  Responsum  with  Recension  A,  it  will  be  seen 
that  in  the  Responsum  sections  are  missing  to  correspond  with 
§§  7,  8a,  9a,  c,d,e,f,g,h,  12,  14,  18,  22,  25,  26  to  31,  33  in  A. 
(On  §  13  and  §  19  v.  B,  notes  20  and  29,  and  on  §  27  v.  B, 
note  80.) 

An  examination  of  the  sections  omitted  shows  that  in 
general  these  passages  are  the  non-Halakic  parts,  transitional  and 
introductory  remarks,  and  other  more  or  less  unessential  state- 
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ments  that  would  naturally  be  omitted  in  an  epitome.  The  Res- 
ponsum  is  practical.  It  seeks  primarily  to  give  a  succinct  state- 
ment of  the  Halakot  that  differ  from  the  generally  accepted 
Ritual.  This  accounts  for  the  omission  of  passages  like  §  7, 
which  is  merely  introductory  to  part  II,  and  of  §  25  which  forms 
a  transition  to  part  III  and  does  not  add  anything  to  the  infor- 
mation contained  in  §  24  =  B,  no.  19.  In  no.  21  c,  which  cor- 
responds to  A,  §  32  c,  the  stories  of  miracles  and  the  purely 
academic  discussions  are  likewise  discarded  and  only  the  Halakah 
is  given.  The  frequency  of  purely  academic  discussions  in  part 
III«4a  may,  perhaps,  account  for  the  omission  of  a  great  deal  of 
this  section  of  the  Ritual.  It  is  not  clear,  however,  why  only 
§  32  has  been  retained  of  the  entire  part  III,  and  the  long, 
purely  Halakic  §  33  is  missing.  Especially  strange  is  the  absence 
of  regulations  so  characteristic  of  this  Ritual  and  so  strongly 
emphasized  by  Rabbinic  authorities  as  those  contained  in  §§  26 
and  31.65 

Other  omissions  can  be  explained  as  due  to  the  fact  that 
the  text  has  been  mutilated  and  parts  of  it  have  been  lost.  In 
no.  10  the  incongruity  of  the  answer  to  the  question,  referred 
to  above  is  a  clear  instance  of  this  (v.  B,  note  28).  In  the  same 
way  the  absence  of  Halakot,  such  as  would  correspond  to  §§  8a, 
12,  14,  18  in  A,  may  be  accounted  for.  It  is  not  unreasonable 
to  assume  that  what  now  remains  of  the  Responsum,  after  the 
interpolations  are  removed,  is  less  comprehensive  than  it  was  in 
its  original  form. 

One  other  point  to  be  noted,  in  comparing  the  Responsum 
and  Recension  A,  is  the  condensation  of  the  material  in  the 
Responsum.  In  one  instance,  three  sections  of  Recension  A  (§§ 
35,  36  and  38)  are  condensed  into  one  section  of  the  Responsum 
(no.  23),  the  topics  being  merely  indicated.  In  another  instance 


««a  Cf.  e.  g.  the  argument  that  the  ntrnw  is  a  n*?Bn  (§  26),  and  the  dis- 
tinction drawn  between  namn  no^ntp  and  n'rsx  nBTitp. 

88  This  section  treats  of  cases  in  which  the  act  of  slaughtering  is  per- 
formed by  a  person,  who  is  naked,  unclean,  blind  or  leprous,  or  by  a 
mourner,  a  woman,  a  youth  (i.  e.  one  who  is  not  yet  18  years  of  age),  or 
an  intoxicated  person.  Further  there  are  here  cases  dealt  with  in  which 
the  act  is  performed  by  one  who  does  not  face  in  the  proper  direction  or 
in  which  the  act  is  performed  at  night  i.  e.  in  the  dark. 
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two  rather  distinct  sections  of  A  (§  34,  nTI  'OB^D  and  [§  40, 

are  combined  into   one  section  of  the  Responsum  (no.  26, 

iTn  ^D). 

While  the  comparison  of  B  with  A  reveals  many  gaps  in 
the  Responsum  B,  B,  on  the  other  hand,  supplies  two  Halakot  which 
are  missing  in  A.  One  of  these  is  found  in  no.  13  of  the  Res- 
ponsum treating  of  a  case  in  which  the  spleen  and  the  ribs,  or 
the  spleen  and  the  reticulum,  have  grown  together  (v.  B,  note  33). 
The  other  occurs  in  no.  17  of  the  Responsum,  and  treats  of  a 
case  in  which  the  D^TJn  ptop  is  missing  (v.  B,  note  43).  Another 
Halakah  missing  in  A  is  perhaps  contained  in  no.  9.  This  deals 
with  the  case  of  a  tumor  that  has  formed  between  the  oesophagus 
and  the  trachea  (v.  ib.  note  25). 

Obviously  it  is  not  always  easy  to  determine,  with  accuracy, 
which  sections  in  B  correspond  to  given  sections  in  A.  In  B 
I  have  given  in  parenthesis  the  number  of  the  equivalent  section 
in  A. 

We  must  next  consider  the  relation  of  the  concluding  section 
of  0  (v.  supra  p.  12)  containing  the  closing  chapters  of  the 
Responsum  with  the  corresponding  part  of  the  text  in  the  editio 
princeps.  The  parallel  arrangement  of  the  topics  dealt  with  in 
A,  the  editio  princeps  of  the  Responsum,  and  in  0  in  the  following 
table  makes  evident  that  the  editio  princeps  has  preserved  the 
original  order  much  better  than  0. 

iv.  p)W]  rrn  rrafci. 

B 


T-S.  0.  §  34    ,TH 

„    „  §36w?nrw» 


i»np 

ni&  b& 

§  36      na-un 

np'jn 

§  37  nin 


Editio  Princeps  oj 

the  Responsum 
no.  22  D1H  '•ID-D      D' 

no.  23     msiE)  noun 


0. 


A§§  35  +  36  +  38. 


vrv  mn 


=  A  §§  35  +  38. 
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A 


[T-S.— §  39  r6  vnttrrri] 


B 


no.  24  "w  r6  wv  rrn 


§  40  *py  U&SD]  i  no.  25  *jijn  rrn 


So  far  as  the  sources  admit  of  comparison,  it  is  evident 
that  the  editio  princeps  follows  the  arrangement  of  the  material 
in  Recension  A.  Both  A  and  the  editio  princeps  preserve  the 
same  order  of  arrangement,  §§  37,  38  corresponding  respectively 
to  nos.  22  and  23.  Moreover  no.  23  of  the  editio  princeps 
enumerates  the  topics  in  the  same  order  in  which  they  are  dis- 
cussed in  Recension  A,  D3JM  fiTaiWl  =  A  §  35,  nDTJ31  =  A  §  36, 

•npun  -D^B  rrna  «in  p  n»rm  Kin  -wto  niman  bni  =  A  §  38. 
This  is  further  proof  that  the  editio  princeps,  at  this  point, 
follows  the  arrangement  of  Recention  A. 

From  the  fact  that  the  arrangement  of  the  material  in  A 
and  the  order  of  topics  given  in  the  editio  princeps  coincide  for 
the  sections  for  which  we  can  control  the  one  by  the  other  (§§ 
35  —  38  corresponding  to  nos.  22  and  23),  we  may  infer  that  the 
order  of  treatment  was  the  same  also  for  the  subsequent  sections. 
On  the  basis  of  the  editio  princeps  we  can  thus  indicate  the 
topics,  in  the  order  in  which  they  were  treated,  in  the  part  of 
Recension  A  no  longer  extant. 

Apart  from  the  fact  that  the  Responsum  retains  an  arrange- 
ment of  the  subject-matter  closer  to  the  original  than  the 
arrangement  in  0,  there  is  also  internal  evidence  to  indicate 
that  0  is  of  later  origin.  Thus,  in  the  section  of  0,  which  would 
correspond  to  no.  25  in  the  Responsum  (f|iyi  JTTJ  "OB^D),  the  ""iO^D 
!rn  are  eliminated,  because  they  had  already  been  treated  in 
the  earlier  section  (§  34)  of  Recension  A.  Similarly,  the  omission 
of  noian  in  the  section  of  0,  which  corresponds  to  no.  23  of  the 
Responsum,  may  be  accounted  for  by  supposing  that  the  topic 
noiin  had  already  been  treated  at  length  in  that  part  of  0  which 
would  have  corresponded  with  §  36  of  Recension  A.  This  part 
of  0  has,  however,  not  been  preserved.  Why  0  deviates 
so  widely  from  both  Recension  A  and  the  Responsum  in  the 
arrangement  of  the  subject-matter,  I  have  not  been  able  to  de- 
termine. 

Linguistic  evidence  would  also  tend  to  confirm  the  view 
that  0  is  of  later  origin  than  the  text  of  the  editio  princeps. 
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Thus  in  a  number  of  instances  0  uses  the  neo-Hebraic  in  place 
of  the  Biblical  idiom.  So  e.  g.  instead  of  DM  V  (E  no.  23),  &6«  (v. 
note  75);  instead  of  mV  (#>.),  laVa  (v.  note  76);  instead  of  h*  Kl  (jR 
no.  25),  ^S«  &O  (v.  note  90);  instead  of  "DTI  and  "6  12T  (.R  no.  25), 
"1DK1  and  "6  ION  (v.  notes  91  and  99)  etc.  0  is  valuable,  however, 
in  as  much  as  it  checks  the  text  of  the  editio  princeps  (v.  especially 
notes  57  and  58),  and  preserves  for  us,  in  some  instances,  (v. 
notes  80,  82  and  84)  a  better,  and  even  older  version  of  the 
Responsum  than  the  one  represented  in  the  text  of  the  editio 
princeps.  It  would  seem  probable,  therefore,  that  0  is  based  on 
a  text  that  represents  an  independent  development  of  the  original 
text  of  the  Responsum,  and  although,  as  a  whole,  it  is  to  be  dated 
later  than  the  text  preserved  in  the  editio  princeps,  it  does,  ne- 
vertheless, retain,  in  some  instances,  more  original  readings. 


CHAPTER  m. 

PLAN  AND  CONTENTS. 

The  Ritual  is  divided  into  four  or  five  distinct  parts.  Each 
part  opens  with  the  introductory  phrase  fWB  SS&  ]1i  p  JWlJT  1fi« 
miain  *£Q.  This  phrase  is  found  only  at  the  beginning  of  a  part 
or  division,  and  serves  to  mark  off  one  part  from  another. 
Throughout  this  work  there  is  a  definite  schematic  arrangement 
of  the  subject-matter  which  is  unique  in  Halakic  literature. 

The  first  part  of  the  Ritual  (I)  is  here  designated  by 
•TOW,  a  title  justified  by  the  words  DS"M01K  onto  TOW 
by  which  this  part  of  the  Eldad  Halakot  is  introduced  in  the  Res- 
ponsum. The  second  part  (II)  I  have  styled  JYlS"lia  JYD^n  in  accordance 
with  the  introductory  words  Dr6tP  niSIB  rTO^n  *]YT  pm  occurring 
in  the  Responsum,  and  the  caption,  JTIB1B  niatoia  KSIM  rwjJBPi  nt 
Tin  ~n^>N  '1  ^t?,  used  in  0.  In  the  absence  of  any  descriptive 
terms  in  the  references  to  part  III,  I  have  used  the  word  D^IJS 
which  describes  the  subject-matter.  Over  the  fourth  part  (IV) 
I  have  put  the  heading  rpn  JYoSl,  warranted  by  the  words,  ^Npl 
rpr6«  DiOnN  *£>  KJPK  with  which  Ibn  Grama'  introduces  his  citation 
of  §  36  from  this  part.  Owing  to  the  incomplete  state  of  the 
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text  of  the  sections  on  rw  and  *)iy  in  A,  it  is  impossible  to 
determine  whether  the  *]iy  rna^n  originally  formed  a  distinct 
division  in  the  Ritual  (V)  or  only  a  part  of  the  HTl  nD^n. 

The  arrangement  of  the   subject-matter   in  the  Eitual  can 
best  be  shown  by  the  following  summary  of  its  contents: 

I. 

§  1.    Introductory    statement    regarding    the    five    rules    of 
slaughtering  and  an  enumeration  of  the  rules. 

§§  2 — 6.    The  five  rules  of  slaughtering  discussed. 

IL 

§  7.    Introduction  to  the  subject  of  Terefot. 
§  8  a.  Perforation  of  meninges. 

b.  Fracture  of  the  skull,  involving  no  injury  to  the  meninges. 

c.  Fracture  of  the  skull  involving  the  injury  of  the  meninges, 

d.  Paralysis  of  central  origin — gid  (v.  note  57). 
§  9  a.  Color  of  the  lungs,  in  disease. 

b.  Anatomy  of  the  lungs,  normal  and  anomalous  formations. 

c.  Atrophy  of  a  lobe  of  the  lungs. 

d.  Partial  union  of  the  minor  lobes. 

e.  Complete  union  of  the  minor  lobes. 

f.  Union  of  a  minor  lobe  with  a  major  lobe. 

g.  Union  of  a  minor  lobe  with  the  trachea  or  oesophagus, 
h.   Union  of  a  lobe  of  the  lung  with  the  heart. 

§  10.    The    [other]    organs,  the  perforation  of  which  renders 
the  animal  unfit  for  food. 

§  11.   Perforation  of  the  cesophagus. 

§  12.  Perforation  of  the  trachea. 

§  13.   Perforation    of  the  heart;  swelling  of   the  heart  (due 
to  traumatic  pericarditis). 

§  14.   Adhesion   of  the  gall-bladder  to   the  peritoneum;   cho- 
lecystitis; healed  perforation  of  the  gall-bladder. 

§  15.   Union  of  the  lobes  of  the  lungs  with  the  dorsal  wall 
deformities  of  the  thorax. 

§  16.   The  ribs. 

§  17.   Fractures  of  the  extremities. 

§  18.   Injuries  of  the  spinal  cord. 

§  19.   Formation  of  a  blood  clot  on  the  omentum  of  the  liver 
("two  livers");  absence  or  atrophy  of  the  liver. 
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§  20.  Absence  or  atrophy  of  a  kidney. 

§  21.  Absence  or  perforation  of  the  spleen. 

§  22.  Perforation  of  the  intestines. 

§  23.  Domestic  animals  that  have  been  attacked  by  beasts 
of  prey. 

§  24.  Domestic  animals  that  have  fallen  into  a  pit. 

§  25.  Domestic  animals  that  have  fallen  into  a  stream; 
remarks  introductory  to  Part  Three. 

III. 

§  26.  Requirement  to  face  northward  during  the  act  of 
slaughtering  and  the  reason  therefore;  disqualifications  for  the  act 
of  slaughtering;  animals  that  may  be  slaughtered  for  food,  but 
not  for  sacrifice  (illustrated  by  §§  27 — 30). 

§  27.    Two-headed  animals. 

§  28.   Animals  having  deformed  extremities. 

§  29.   Animals  afflicted  with  congenital  arthritis. 

§  30.  An  animal  with  one  of  its  extremities  shorter  than 
the  others  (as  the  result  of  a  fracture). 

§  31.  Persons  disqualified  for  slaughtering  (continued  from 
§  26)  and  conditions  which  vitiate  the  act  of  slaughtering. 

§  32.  Cases  in  which  the  act  of  slaughtering  is  not  required 
in  order  to  make  the  animal  fit  for  food  (a,  b  and  c  below) 

a.  The  young  born  while  the   parent    animal  is   being 
slaughtered. 

b.  Foetus,  which  has  only  half  emerged  from  the  vagina 
at  the  time  the  parent  animal  is  slaughtered. 

c.  Miraculous  story  illustrative  of  a. 

§  33  a.  Ben  Pekiiah,  and  evasions  of  the  prohibition  of 
un  rw  inw  (Lev.  XXII,  28). 

b.  Prohibition  of  US  ntfl  iniK. 

c.  Prohibition  of  ^m  TOS  (Ex.  XXIII,  19). 

d.  Disposition  of  the  carcases  in  a  case  of  132  fiKl  IfllK; 
intentional  violation  of  this  prohibition. 

e.  A  method  of  determining  the  relation  of  the  young  to 
the  parent  animal. 

IV. 

§  34.   Distinguishing  marks  of  clean  and  unclean  game. 
§  35.  Applicability  to  game  animals  of  the  regulations  con- 
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cerning  domestic  animals  that  have  suffered  fractures  of  bones 
or  injuries  of  the  brain. 

§  36.  Applicability  of  the  Hagramali  and  the  other  regu- 
lations for  slaughtering  except  'Ikkur  to  game  animals  and  fowl; 
permissibility  of  'Ikkur  in  the  case  of  game  animals  and  fowl. 

§  37.   Covering  of  the  blood  (Din  S1D3)  (Lev.  XVII,  13). 

§  38.  Applicability  of  the  regulations  concerning  inspection 
(npHS)  to  game  animals  [except  as  regards  Nikkur]. 

[§  39.  Slaughtering  of  double-headed  game  animals], 

[§  40.  Distinguishing  characteristics  of  clean  and  unclean  fowl]. 

Owing  to  the  incomplete  state  of  the  text  of  A,  the  contents 
of  §§  39  and  40  and  of  the  the  concluding  part  of  §  38  must 
be  inferred  from  the  Responsum  (nos.  23 — 25,  v.  supra  pp.  23 — 24). 
The  Responsum  is  likewise  our  source  for  restoring  the  Halakah 
on  the  union  of  the  spleen  with  the  ribs  or  with  the  reticulum 
(B,  no.  13)  in  A,  §  21;  and  likewise  for  restoring  the  Halakah 
on  the  absence  of  the  D^TiH  ftt'p  (B,  no.  17)  at  the  end  of  §  17 
or  between  §  17  and  §  18  (v.  supra  p.  23).  The  reference  of  Rabbenu 
Nissim^a  (Alfasi,  on  Hullin  III  s.  v.  HB1B  tyjtt  *p  ntttBtf,  cited  by 
Epstein  p.  138)  to  a  Halakah  of  Eldad  concerning  fractures  of  the 
legs  or  wings  of  fowl,  indicates  that  §  40  was  followed  by  at  least 
one  more  section  dealing  in  a  manner  analogous  with  §  35,  with 
fractures  of  the  legs  and  wings  of  fowl,  and,  most  likely,  also  with 
other  Terefot  in  fowl.  Similarly,  the  reference  in  Sefer  ha-Te- 
rumah  (no.  8  cited  by  Reifmann  p.  103,  Epstein,  ib.)  and  in 
Haggahot  Maimuniyot  (ilttTlt?  JTD^n  II,  letter  "2)  to  a  passage  in 
the  MHH  T^K  ^l  2ro,  which  does  not  occur  in  any  of  our  texts, 
affords  further  evidence  that  even  the  JUSTIN  JTD^n  of  Eldad,  in 
the  form  in  which  we  possess  them,  are  incomplete.  We  are 
therefore  not  yet  in  a  position  to  reconstruct  the  Ritual  of  Eldad 
in  its  entirety. 

In  conclusion,  a  few  words  should  be  said  of  the  arrange- 
ment of  the  subject-matter  in  the  Responsum.  The  Responsum 
contains  the  same  general  divisions  as  A,  and  on  the  whole  adheres 
to  the  arrangement  of  A  in  detail.  In  the  Responsum,  parts  I 
and  II  are,  moreover,  distinctly  indicated  by  introductory  phrases 
descriptive  of  the  contents.  In  part  I  we  find  the  same  sequence 

65  a  An  older  source  than  Rabbenu  Nissim,  in  which  this  Halakah  of 
Eldad  is  referred  to,  is  the  Sefer  ha- Ittur  (Lemberg  1860),  II  p.  13a: 

bv  "V'hv  pisn  T&nn  ^n 
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in  the  presentation  of  rules  of  slaughtering  as  in  A.  Part  II, 
however,  does  not  always  retain  the  order  of  A.  Passing  over 
part  III  which  preserves  only  a  single  section  of  A,  we  note 
that  part  IV  again  follows  the  arrangement  of  A  rather  closely. 
The  following  are  the  sections  of  A  preserved  in  the  Res- 
ponsum.  The  numbers  of  the  sections  in  A  and  B  indicate  the 
extent  to  which  the  two  texts  coincide  in  arrangement,  and  also 
the  extent  to  which  B  reproduces  A.  It  will  be  observed  that 
part  I  is  complete,  and  that  part  II  is  relatively  full.  Part  III 
is  remarkably  short,  part  IV  on  the  other  hand  is  relatively 
complete,  except  for  the  conclusion,  where  the  Halakah  on  *)iy 
cited  by  Rabbenu  Nissim  (v.  supra  p.  28)  is  missing  in  the 
Responsum  as  well  as  in  A. 

I.  nos.  1—6  =  §§  1—6. 

II.  no.  7a  =  §  8b,  no.  7b  =  §  8c,  no.  8  =  §  10,  no.  9  = 
§  11(?),  no.  10  =  §  9b,  no.  11  =  §  19(?),  no.  12  =  §  15,  no.  13  = 
§  21,  no.  14  =  §  20,  no.  15  =  §  16,  no.  16  =  §  17,  no.  17,  no.  19 
=  §  24,  no.  20  =  §  23. 

III.  no.  21a  =  §  32 b,  no.  21b  =  §  32a,  no.  21c  =  §  32c. 

IV.  no.  22  =  §  37,  no.  23  =  §§  35  +  36  +  38;  no.  24  =  §  27 
+  [§  39],  no.  25  =  §  34+[§  40].  «b 


CHAPTER  IV. 

THE  LANGUAGE  OF  THE  RITUAL. 

The  language  used  by  Eldad  presents  one  of  the  most  difficult 
problems.  If  we  could  determine,  accurately,  the  character  of 
his  Hebrew,  we  would  possess  a  very  important  clue  to  the 
country  from  which  Eldad  came.  The  material  for  solving  the 
problem  is,  however,  most  meagre.  It  is  limited  to  the  Ritual 
and  to  the  few  fragments  preserved  by  the  community  of  Kair- 
wan  in  their  Epistle  to  the  Gaon,  and  by  the  older  lexicographers. 
In  the  remarks  that  follow,  the  aim  is  not  to  set  up  a  new  hy- 
pothesis as  to  the  home  of  Eldad's  Hebrew,  but  only  to  give  a 


es  b  ^g  need  scarcely  point  out  that  such  phrases  as  lib  1DN  "»J>1,  iijn 
iniK  "O^NW  are  part  of  the  form  of  the  Responsum,  serving  merely  to  introduce 
the  material  taken  from  the  Ritual. 
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brief  characterization  of  the  language  of  the  Ritual.  A  glossary 
is  added  in  which  the  derivation  and  meaning  of  the  pe- 
culiar words  and  idioms,  used  by  Eldad,  are  explained.  On  the 
whole,  I  am  in  agreement  with  Epstein  (p.  IX  et  seq.)  in  his 
views  on  the  language  of  Eldad. 

The  general  characteristics  of  the  language  of  Eldad  may 
be  summarized  as  follows: 

1.  The  Hebrew,  viewed  from  the  standpoint  of  the  Gaonic 
idiom,  is  of  an  archaic  type.  It  approaches  more  nearly  the 
Hebrew  of  the  Bible  than  that  of  the  Mishnaic  or  of  the  Tal- 
mudic-Gaonic  literature.  Nevertheless  it  manifests  certain  dia- 
lectic peculiarities  of  its  own.  It  bears  the  impress  of  a  language 
spoken  or  written  by  Jews  at  some  time  and  in  some  country 
and  of  an  independent  development  there,  similar  to  that  of  the 
Halakah  written  in  it.  The  language  in  itself  does  not  give 
evidence  of  having  been  created  ad  hoc.  The  old  lexicographers 
never  suspected  its  genuineness,  or  they  would  not  have  cited  it 
as  authority  for  their  explanation  of  Hebrew  words.  Thus  Jehuda 
ibn  Koreish  seems  to  refer  to  this  idiom  as  authority  for  the 
explanation  of  the  word  JVJtf  in  Psalm  VII,  1,  claiming  to  have 
learned  the  particular  usage  from  "a  Danite"  (cf.  Glossary  infra 
s.  v.  and  Steinschneider,  Die  Arahische  Literatur  §  35).  Dimash 
ibn  Tamim,  who  lived  in  the  middle  of  the  tenth  century  (v. 
Steinschneider  1.  c.  §  36),  presumably  the  author  of  an  ancient 
commentary  on  the  Sefer  Yezirah,  had  a  theory  that  "Hebrew  is 
a  pure  Arabic",  and  he  asserts  that  he  derived  it  from  "the 
Danites".  (v.  Steinschneider,  Introduction  to  the  Arabic  Literature 
of  the  Jews  in  J.  Q.  E.  XIII  pp.  306  and  315  et  seq.)  Ibn 
Gamac  made  a  detailed  study  of  Eldad's  vocabulary,  and  arrived 
at  new  conclusions,  which  he  asks  the  reader  to  examine 
thoroughly.66  Even  as  late  as  the  second  half  of  the  thirteenth 
century  Tanhum  Yerushalmi,  who  lived  in  Asia,  referred  his 
explanation  of  Lam.  IV,  8  to  the  usage  of  "a  Hebrew,  living  in 
the  desert,  known  as  the  Danite,  on  account  of  his  relation  to 
the  tribe  of  Dan",  (cf.  Glossary  infra  s.  v.  "IBS  and  Pinskei\ 
Likkute  Kadmoniyot  p.  ISO.)67 

66  In  the  Bisdle  itself,  as  far  as  I  can  see,  Ibn  (jama*  explains  only  the 
etymology  of  nns  (t7.G1.8.v.)andtheuse  of."ipminsteadofn3liD(t;.p.66notel04). 

67  Cf.  also  Hasdai  Ibn  Shaprut's  remarks  on  Eldad's  Hebrew: 
cby*  yh  nan  hsi  p",-63  -on  hsb  mop  tmpi  mrrca  (v.  Epstein  p.  70). 
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The  following  may  be  regarded  as  dialectic  peculiarities  in 
the  language  of  Eldad: 

a)  His   preference   for   the   Hiphil   form:   TUT1    ,B'BJH1    ,pn 

a^aan  ,wtbr\  ,nTpyn  ,iD3ni  ,wpb*  (v.  Glossary,  s.  w.)\ 

(§  33  e),  instead  of  W3T  etc. 

b)  Unusual  formations   derived  from  Hebrew    roots: 

from  BJ>;  Ppl^  from  L?pV;  toy  from  *6aij;  =  «tel« ;  iWDD  from 
JOB;  nans  from  BIS;  D«HS  and  DflB  from  the  adverb  DKHS;  pan 
from  t?B"l;  HTTinn  for  Jinn;  (v.  Glossary  s.  vv.). 

c)  The  use  of  Hebrew  words  in  a  sense  in  which  they  do 
not  occur  elsewhere:  D1T,  "sinew";  rPBJ,  "span";  pSD,  "skin";  "Np^y, 
"interference  with  the  free  movement  of  an  animal's  legs  during 
the  act  of  slaughtering";  3"lp,  "reticulum";  (v.  Glossary  5.  vv.). 

d)  The  use  of  words  of  Syriac  origin  (sometimes  in  Hebrew 
formations),  which  are  not  found  elsewhere  in  Hebrew.  Examples  of 
this  are  BQin  =  w^s^.;  BOin  =  ^>r~;  nwlDe  =  l^»a»,  (v-  Glos- 
sary s.  vv.). 

Epstein  (p.  x)  has  collected  some  of  the  archaisms  which 
Eldad  uses.  His  list  may  be  supplemented  by  the  words  given 
on  p.  15  supra.  Attention  should  also  be  called  to  Eldad?s  use 
of  poetic  expressions  in  the  Bible,  such  as  ^HD  to  denote  "to 
kick,  to  trample",  and  ^^p  "the  pate"  for  "head"  (v.  Glossary  5.  vv.). 

2.  Eldad's  Hebrew  abounds  in  Arabisms.  The  influence  of 
Arabic  is  undeniable.  Epstein  concludes,  therefore,  the  testimony 
of  the  people  of  Kairwan  to  the  contrary  notwithstanding6 8,  that 
Eldad  knew  Arabic  and  could  speak  it  This  conclusion  does 
not  follow  inevitably,  for  there  are  other  instances  of  Jewish 
writers  who  did  not  know  Arabic,  but  who,  nevertheless,  used  a 
Hebrew  style  which  showed  Arabic  influence.  The  language 
of  Eldad  contains  moreover  Syriac  as  well  as  Arabic  elements, 
although  the  influence  of  Syriac  is  not  very  marked.  It  would, 
therefore,  be  logical  to  assume  that  Eldad  knew  also  Syriac. 
It  is,  however,  possible  that  the  language  of  the  country  in  which 
Eldad  lived,  was  influenced  by  the  Arabic. 

The  influence  of  the  Arabic  is  shown  in  the  adoption  of 

a)  Arabic  words,  some  of  which  are  given  a  Hebrew  form: 


Responsum  (ed.  Epstein  p.  5  no.  5)  ll^K  irtN  1121  l^BK  "3in  Tib*  rm 
y\  en  a 
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from  ^^^\  V&JB  =  £^;  pBD  from     bLo;  B^n  from 

^S^  ^  *>     ,x^. 

Ji-&J;  and  probably  tPDl"!  from  ^*)\  (v.  Glossary  s.  vv.). 

b)  Arabic  idioms  which,  at  a  subsequent  time,  became  rather 
common  in  the  later  Arabicized  Hebrew:   flVnn  by  "VQJ^  p  = 
V\j*±\  J*  j^-  e£JJ^;  ^tnff^  riipri  VIIK  Dnnn  TEW  corresponding 
to  the  use  of  ?y»-  cum  ,J*  personae;  hence  irVy  TiDK  in  place 
of  Hebrew  Mb  11DK;  compare,  however,  Ms/mafc,  Erubin  VIII.  4 
(v.  Glossary  s.  t>v.). 

c)  Arabic    constructions    in    grammar    and    syntax.      The 
placing   of  the    demonstrative   pronoun   before   its   noun  is   one 

instance:  "Dipan  riKi  ut  p«n  JIM  (§  22,  T-S,P);  nBTOn  n«t  nm6 
(§  33  b,  P);  nrn  nt  (§  23  T-^);  'on^n  n«a  (B,  no.  21). 

Other  instances  are  the  use  of  the  $i/a  (indeterminate  relative 
clause):  HDTD  ,^tt  1^33  DnSH  *)^  ^  1»3  p  JNWD  ^  D8  in  §  29 
(P),  the  use  of  the  Tamyw  (accusative  of  specification):  vn  D«t 
n«nn  niDD  omen  niWB  mj;^n  in  §  15  (P),  the  omission  of  the  con- 
junction V  =  01  as  in  vulgar  Arabic:  inK  )H^  by  tetf  niD«l  in 

§  33b  (T'-S'),  nn«  nj;a  nnw  fc«s  i^v  IID«I  in  §  33c  (T-/S),  the 
elliptic  use  of  TV  in  the  same  way  as  ^^-  is  used  in  neo-  Arabic, 
particularly  in  the  African  dialects,  (cf.  hatta  'qul,  je  vais  parler, 
J.  Oestrup,  Conies  de  Damas,  1897.  Glossaire  p.  157  s.  v.  rjatta). 

The  evidences  for  the  genuineness  of  the  Hebrew  of  Eldad 
noted  under  no.  1  make  it  impossible  to  regard  our  text  of 
Eldad's  Ritual  as  a  translation  from  an  Arabic  original.  As 
Epstein  has  successfully  shown  in  his  criticism  of  Rapoport 
(Mahberet  he-Aruk.  ed.  Stern  p.  xi  column  a),  such  an  as- 
sumption is  entirely  out  of  the  question  in  the  case  of  the  Res- 
ponsum,  the  text  of  which  is  free  from  Arabisms,  with  the  single 
exception  of  r6^n  nN?2. 

The  following  Glossary  gives  the  words  and  phrases  of  the  Ritual 
which  are  either  obscure  in  meaning  or  are  used  in  a  peculiar  sense. 

GLOSSARY. 

l.  DTDT  —  iniK  mn  .  ,  .  j&p  mm  is  jap  byw  DM  (§  23). 

Assuming  D1D1  to  be  the  correct  reading  (v.  A,  note  237),  we 
may  perhaps  account  for  it  as  a  mutilation  of  DIS^DT  =  Greek 
This  word  is  used  in  the  Septuagint  to  translate 

c9  Dlpn  occurs  as  feminine  in  Job  XX,  9;  II  Sam.  XVIT,  12. 
78  n^b  is  here  erroneously  treated  as  feminine. 
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(Lev.  XI,  6,  Deut.  XIV,  7;  cf.  de  Lagarde,  Librorum  Veteris 
Testamenti  Canonicorum  Pars  Prior  Graece,  Gottingen  1883  I.  c.). 
Of  the  same  origin  is  the  Ethiopia  Ddstipodti,  species  leporis  vel 
cuniculi,  v.  Dillmann,  Lexicon  s.  v.  col.  1098.  If  the  reading  010*1 
is  the  correct  one,  this  name  of  the  animal  may  be  derived  from 
Koi,  "to  break." 

Epsteins's  emendation  DID  (p.  115)  is  impossible  in  the  context. 

2.  pan  a)  "to  notice,  to  perceive".   (In  Biblical  Hebrew  the 
Qal  is  preferred)  in  this  sense  JJ^sn  DlpO  pan  fc6  DK1  (no.  12); 

pan  *6i  nair6  n^n  'Tpyni  (no.  6). 

b)  "to  understand"  (as   in   Biblical  Hebrew):  pan  m   W 
pi  p   jmT   (no.  22),   or  "to  explain,  to  interpret",  as  in 

'Abodah  Zardh  45  "pis'?  paiK  ^  Ka^py  ^ai  1»K  (cf.  Weiss  in 
Ha-Hoker  I  p.  160  and  Bacher,  Die  exegetisclie  Terminologie, 
Leipzig  1905,  I  p.  8—9). 

c)  "to  investigate,  to  examine":  JTJK  njPta  n  W  OX  paj  (no.  13); 

HDTW  oipoa  M^»  niiiin  nap:  D«  n^axon  oipo  pa^i  (no.  4 
B.  note  11). 

3.  nnnnt  Dip»a  an1?  im«  Tnn  h#wb  napn  ini«  onnn  -it?«  tei 
(§  32  c).  D'Hnn  =  Arabic  £*»  cum  ^*  personae.    The  joining 

of  a  subordinate  clause  with  the  main  clause  without  the  con- 
junctive particle  &  ==  ^t  in  TTW  \rb&  hy  blW  11DK1  (§  33  b)  and 
in  nn«  nya  Dni«  ^aK^  r'py  "»1D«  (§  33  c)  follows  the  usage  of  the 
vulgar  Arabic.  Cf.  Spitta-Bey,  Grammatik  des  Arabischen  Vulgar- 
dialektes  von  Agypten,  Leipzig  1880,  pp.  424  et.  seq. 
__4.  isnom  "1:1  D^T  pno  v^m  TT  «nan  «b^  ni»s  OKI  (§  6). 

V^pnD  is  used  here  as  synonymous  with  t^ain  or  D^TI  D^"!  t^ain 
and  Djnnn  or  D^TI  D^i"Q  BJ>a.  In  the  Bible  pn»  is  a  poetical 
expression,  "to  smite,  to  shatter".  If  the  text  is  not  corrupt, 
the  reading  is  ttsnon;  v.,  however,  note  39. 

Epstein  (p.  108  note  17)  traces  it  to  the  Arabic  ^s?  Jac- 
tavit  pedem  suam  animal  jugulatum  (v.  Freytag  s.  v.  IV.  p.  154). 
But  the  Arabic  equivalent  of  Hebrew  pniD  is  Ja^°,  both  phoneti- 
cally and  according  to  the  meaning  (cf.  also  Assyrian  maliasu, 
Delitzsch,  Handivorterbuch  p.  398),  not  ^s^.  In  view  of  the 
biblical  usage  of  fnD  it  is  not  necessary  to  seek  an  Arabic 
derivation  for  this  word. 

4.  i^Bym  rfymn  nya&n  nnn»  n^tayn  nxi  (§  5);  ne^yn  ^i 

(ib.,  v.  note  28 a);  nyaan  nnn  ]iina  &nt?  D«I 
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Kin  1WB  B'fijm  t6l  rhran  (ib.,  v.  note  23),  a  verb  (Hiphil),  denominat- 
ed from  the  biblical  IDJ?,  which  Eldad  uses  in  place  of  the  Greek 
derivatve  DIB^Ip,  commonly  used  in  Talmud,  Targumim  and 
Midrashim  (v.  Blau,  ,,Studien  zum  althebrdischen  Buchwesen", 
p.  170,  note  5).  Neubauer,  Journal  Asiatique  1862  p.  206  note  1, 
wrongly  traces  it  to  the  Arabic  &  "to  slit'". 

6.  DIT:  piro  T  ty  ipsina  owtm  (§  30);  UDB  nun  -jnmi 
(§  18);  niDmn»  D"Ditn  iK»oii  and  nnDipoa  miBij;  maim  (§  17). 

Dlt  "sinew",  is  evidently  a  Hebrew  translation  of  Aramaic  fcO^ 
(from  Vy\$  =  Dlt).  Dr.  Grinzberg  informs  me  that  DIT  in  the 
writings  of  the  middle  ages  denotes  "the  circulation  of  the 
blood." 

7.  »3im  roan  DIB  rrbai  rraaim  (§  6,  6s) ;  [BDIWYI  =]  iinm 
iTT  (§  36,  G),  where  T-£  has  »3inm.    The  context  indi- 
cates that  the  meaning  is:  "the  animal  kicks  with  its  feet".    Cf. 
Neo-Syriac   «3»^    agitavit     (Smith,    Thesaurus   s.   v.     p.  1366). 
This  word  is  rare.    Perhaps  the  reading  in  both  places  should  be 
BO'Wl'l,  a  reading  which  is  actually  found  in  T-S  §  35;  v.  next 
article. 

According  to  Steinschneider,  J.  Z.  II  p.  300  n&92irn  is  a 
mutilated;  form  of  Talmudic  JTtSOTO  or  nBOtSQ.  Neubauer,  I.  c., 
compares  Arabic  &lj*~  "to  bend  a  bow".  Epstein  is  misled  by 
the  corrupt  reading  t?SirP1  of  P  in  §  24  which  he  emends  to 
PB-im  (==  Hiphil  of  »B1  =  DSn  "to  shake,  to  move").  In  order 
to  obtain  the  meaning  required  here  by  the  context  he  would 
have  to  emend  to  JTOBTrn  in  §  6  and  PBTTm  in  §  35. 

8.  t?mn:  -6m  ns  nx  (P  tysnrri)  t^nm  (§  24,  T-S);  vyrnm 

^T  (G-  iinni)  (§  36,  T-S),  meaning  same  as  twin.  Cf.  Syriac 
jj..I,  usually  followed  by  ouoJo?,  "to  wag  the  tail"  (v.  Brockel- 
mann,  Lexicon  Syr.  p.  124,  Smith  s.  v.  col.  1373).  According  to 
Sachs  (Beitrage  I  p.  175)  BOin  is  =  Talmudic  BO13,  derived  from 
the  Greek  xspxo;  (which  is  impossible;  see,  also  Kohut,  'Aruk  IV 
p.  328  a  and  Jastrow,  Dictionary  I  p.  670).  Here,  too,  Epstein 
would  emend  to  tysirpl  and  B^Sinm. 

9.  vir*  inis  iniK  n«n  ^«  p«  ^a«  (§  34);  in^  D^DVS  ^ 

(i&.);  U  Tin  pDM  PKIU  n^T  K1H  DM  Va«  (§  27)  etc.  (in 
Biblical  Hebrew  the  Qal  or  Niphal  is  used)  =  ir  "to  chew  the 
cud". 

I  find  the  Hiphil  of  113  in  the  sense  of  "to  smart"  in  Joseph 
[Benveniste]  Vidal's  Hebrew  translation  of  Joshua  Lorki's  medical 
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work  nityon  Din  (v.  Steinschneider,  Hebr.  Ubersetzungen  p.  762): 
nyvyt?  *6a  r6p  mna  rrwi  pe6n  p"i»s  oyta  «m  nrten  (quoted 

in  Kaufmann's  Die  Sinne  p.  166  note  9). 

10.  anp^:  me  to  wnp  #$?!#  ^nnn  (§  8d):   "The  me- 

ninges  begin  to  seeth  or  bubble  i.  e.  to  form  gas"  (v.  A  note  57). 
If  Wpbw  is  not  a  mere  scribal  error  for  p^t^t?  (Epstein  p.  112 
no.  3:  p'frtP),  the  root  may  perhaps  be  related  to  the  Arabic 
JLsS  "the  camel  has  her  mouth  covered  with  postules"  (v.  Lane 
*.  v.  p.  2671),  the  postules  looking  like  bubbling  water.  The  more 
probable  derivation  of  B^p^  from  the  Hebrew  noun  PIp^lD,  "bubbles 
of  the  rain",  is  suggested  by  Dr.  Ginzberg. 

11.  irrnonD11:  "mri  p  irrnono^  (§  37):  "Makexthe  blood  flow 

out  of  the  garment",  =  Arabic  'f^**?*  and  ^*Cs**°,  "to  flow  from 
above,  to  pour  fourth",  (v.  Lane  s.  v.  p.  1313),  Ethiopia  zdhzha 
(v.  Dillmann,  col.  1039).  It  is,  however,  possible  that  liTTlDHD^  is 


merely  a  different  spelling  for  irpnsrEP,  from  l^nsrw,  "to  wash, 
to  clean."  Cf.  cAruk  s.  v. 

12.  nmr:  rwin  by  niajr  p  ipnm  )«si  npw  «n^  -wjo  (§  35), 

=  Arabic  ^&  *L5-ixJ\  }^,  "a  thing  passes  or  takes  effect  or  is 
applicable",  (v.  Lane  s.  v.  p.  484).  Cf.  Cuzari  ed.  Hirschfeld  p.  24 
(I.  50)  nntnirwo  ty  nto^>«  nr  «"?  n«y  pn  m^«  )«D  p  naai  and 

Hebrew  translation,  ed.  Cassel  p.  43:  HTTP  S0  [rather  "IISDI]  imi 

[read  vnfaa]  vni^n  ^y  ntDn  inv  s1?  m»  nwa  ansn.  Pseudo- 
Saadia's  Commentary  on  the  Sefer  Yezirah:  (Arab.  r«i)  13iy  r6tt  nt 
D^S  "'ityo  (v.  Steinschneider,  Hebr.  Ubers.  p.  448  line  8).  Jeshu'a 
ben  Jehuda's  Commentary  on  the  Decalogue  TQJT  (arab.  lir) 
13p^  (v.  Steinschneider  tib.  p.  144  note  282).  Al-Ghazzali  ed. 
H.  Malter,  (Frankfurt  1896)  I  p.  XXIX:  ol^ 


nnam  TIKH  ^pna  nujw?  IDD  pyn  nipo    «  yyian^.  (r. 

also  i6.  p.  XXXVI  line  11,  Part  II  p.  LXVIII  line  8  etc.  In 
later  philosophical  literature  the  Hebrew  "Dy  is  frequently  used 
in  the  sense  of  the  Arabic  jU.. 

13.  nnnm:  ntsn»b  namn  nnnn^  (§  6),  "he  tries  to  throw 

the  animal  to  the  ground".  The  verb  nnnfl  seems  to  be  de- 
nominative from  nnn,  just  as  the  Syriac  w.£^..l  submissit,  subjecit 
(v.  Smith,  Thesaurus  s.  v.  p.  4424),  from  s-.iu*I;  cf.  also  Ethiopic 
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athata,  humiliare;  athatta,  dejicere,  subtnittere  (v.  Dillmann,  p.  553) 
and  Ntm*?  rpnnnai  of  Hal  Ged.,  ed.  Venice  1548  p.  129  b,  ed. 
Hildesheimer  p.  512,  [which  Sefer  we-Hizhir,  II  p.  27  (n«  nnai 
ntwn)  evidently  misread  for  rwinai]. 

According  to   Epstein  (p.  107  note  13):   "Hp^B  BW  ninr6  ]B 

rwrwn  rooa  noi«n  ^B  hy  vunn  namw  "IBI^  rnni  CP  ' 


14.  maima:  maims  maims  it  nitrsn  t?B-ina  awn  n*nn  OKI 
(§  8d),  is  unintelligible.   I  emend  to  m^ma  or  nttwrro,  "leek- 
colored,  green",  (v.  Jastrow,  I  p.  675,  and  A,  note  57). 

According  to  Epstein  (p.  122  note  5)  DirTO  is  an  Arabic 
word,  meaning  "highland,  hill".  I  cannot  find  such  an  Arabic 
word. 

15.  DTiina:  mon  N^I  ovnro  D^ns  D^B  fn^na  «r  DK  (§  13), 

"If  there  is  exuded  from  the  boil  a  light-colored  (=  straw 
colored),  thin  liquid,  which  is  odorless",  mro  =  JTID  in  Biblical 
Hebrew,  used  of  thin,  fine  oil,  is  here  applied  to  another  liquid. 
Epstein  (p.  123  note  12)  would  emend  to  DnVQ. 

16.  pp^:  itrp^a  binon  spa  DOT  (§  21)  T-£;  (Pi»p^3),  used 

in  the  same  sense  in  which  NB^Ip  is  used  in  Hidtin  55  b  (antonym 
of  iOOID).  Epstein  (p.  115  no.  20)  suggests  IB^lpl  as  a  possible 
reading. 

17.  nnsnntt1?:  nnsine^  rr^an  i«  nns  nan»i»  nann  n«i  (§  30). 

"If  an  animal  has  [at  one  time]  fractured  [one  of]  its  hind  legs 
or  fore  legs"  (owing  to  the  excessive  weight  of  its  body,  v.  A. 
note  329):  nnsifia^  perhaps  the  Arabic  vj«j£x<<>  from  Vr(_r-iy>, 
rebondi,  arrondi  par  un  bon  point,  (v.  Dozy,  Supplement  p.  145). 
According  to  Epstein  (p.  119  no.  29)  nnsnnaf?  is  equivalent 
to  nnainei  from  1/"«B1  To  be  consistent,  he  should  emend  to 


18.  pnna:  pnna  innnn  ma   v  ianp  mtyy\  (§  8c.),  "If  the 

meninges  are  ruptured",  from  "Kpna,  (Epstein  p.  122  note  3). 
Cf.  also  Assyrian  bataku,  durchreissen,  zerreissen  (v.  Delitzsch, 
p.  191). 

19.  JJDJB:  ^D  1^2  n^an  *)syT  i^  n»n  p  yaaa  i?s  D«I  (§  29); 
i3i  rwyn  nnna  yaion  DKI  (•&.);  Q^Tfl  ^«  *jnan  ]a  ntn  yoion  OKI 

(ii.):  "If  there  is  a  collection  [of  pus]  (i.  e.  an  abscess  forms) 
between  the  flesh  and  the  skin  causing  the  pus  to  spread 
in  the  flesh"  etc.  —  Arabic  |Ca^  or  jU4^>  "place  of  collecting 
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and  the  like"  (v.  Lane  s.  v.  p.  459;  according  to  Dozy,  p.  217  "a 
medical  term";  v.  also  Epstein,  p.  127  note  40). 

20.  rrm^rm:  Dtow  *rn  rrn^nBi  otosa  tMon  mrr  ^  (§  8d. 

P),  according  to  Epstein  (p.  122  note  4)  "?n»  =  ^THD  or  tone, 
"fluid"  (v.  Levy  tf.  JT.  TF6.  Ill  p.  39  and  Nachtrage  ib.  p.  305). 
The  MS.  vocalises  rpfii^n&'i.  The  author  may  nevertheless  have 
intended  iTJTl^niDI  (Cf.  also  Barth,  Beitrage  zur  Erklarung  des 
Jesaia,  Berlin  1884,  p.  4). 

21.  ntsuin&j  hra  nttBino  ena_nte«  i«_(§  11),  literally  «a 

piercing  pin  of  iron",  Polel  of  KtDBn  or  l/BlTl  (v.  Jastrow,  s.  v. 
p.  448),  a  quaint  tautology.  Perhaps  nBBina  is  a  gloss  to 

0  .-- 

explaining  the  Hebrew  &n&  by  the  more  familiar  Arabic 
the  "iron  instrument  [awl],  used  by  sewers  of  boots,  with  which 
they  figure  or  decorate  the  leather,  or  an  instrument  with  a 
pointed  extremity,  used  by  binders  of  books  and  by  others" 
(v.  Lane  s.  v.  1**-  p.  593;  cf.  also  Fraenkel,  Die  Aramaischen 
Fremdworter  im  Arabischen,  p.  257). 

22.  nun  Dm  rbnsn  nyaan  nnn»  ain»s  niinoon  inyai  (§  5) 
^D  mn  «S^1  l^n  D^^n  inns^  1tr«,  "and  on  account  of  the  blood 
vessels"    etc.,  cf.  Syriac  U/Jojo    and    V-^'J'OBJ  =»  ouptYT5?  (v<  Merx, 
Proben   des    Syrischen    Textes  von   Oalenus  "De  Simplicibus"  in 
Z.  D.  M.  G.  XXXIX   pp.  242,    249;    Brockelmann   s.  v.  p.  238; 
Smith  s.  v.  p.  2727). 

23.  nxaipDt    ;ify  nsmpia    m«    *w   ^nyn   (TI"W    (§  26) 

vty  nsaipfi  «\1  *6  iny^,  "his  mind  is  not  concentrated"  etc. 
^2p  is  used  in  a  figurative  sense  in  Psalm  XLI.,  7  1^  )1K  ^2ps  13^, 
c/.  Eashi  ad  loc.  and  also  Weiss  in  Ha-Hoker  I  p.  160.  ^Sp  is 
used  in  the  sense  of  "attaining  to  consciousness"  in  the  Midrash 
Bereshit  Rabbati  of  Moses  Ha-Darshan,  quoted  in  Pugio  Fidei 
(Leipzig  1587)  p.  563,  \b&  r»2pw»  Dva  pi  ]a  ytyin-'  wan  io« 
"Di  mtpn  ^«te^  nnpn  iai  ]wtnn  DIN  bv  injn  (read  T>^).  Cf. 

also  Epstein  p.  68. 

Epstein  (p.  127  note  34)  derives  the  figurative  meaning  of  p^p 
from  the  Arabic  A-J>l^rw  g^a.  or  ^Jjf  g-*-^-  If  we  are  to  seek 
an  Arabic  equivalent  for  this  use  of  ^ip,  the  more  probable 

Arabic   idiom   would   be   <*JU»-    A   jf^Ji^c,    concentre,  retire   (v. 

*  »•* 
Dozy  s.  t;.  p.  300 ;   cf.  also  JaJj»,  "state  of  concentration",  v.  Lane 

s.  v.  p.  2482),  which  corresponds  phonetically  to 
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is  also  used  in  a  literal  sense  in  §  15  (P)  of  this  Ritual: 

IBHD  nraaipa  my^xn  vn  IK. 

24.  ffsnno:  nw^si  tfB-ino  twin  ntnn  OKI  (§  8d),  "But  if 

you  see  the  brain  swarming  with  worms  (Parasites)"  etc.  t9B1 
=  Syriac  &s»,  se  movit,  redundavit,  corrosus  est  (vermibus),  (v. 
Brockelmann  s.  v.  p.  359) ;  ntS^BI  =  Syriac  l£si>  reptilia,  vermes 
(v.  Brockelmann  ib.).  It  is,  however,  also  possible  and  perhaps 
even  more  correct  to  interpret  niE^fl"!  tPfl"ifiB  as  "soiled  with 
dirt",  from  the  Hebrew  noun  &t"\  which  is  a  synonym  for  BSB 
(cf.  Ps.  LVII,  20  and  »B1  '«tt  B'B  JWK  JWIjn  Midrash  Tehillim 
to  JkaZm  XVIEL,  8  ed.  Buber  p.  72  a).  A  plural  nitfB'l,  according 
to  Kohut's  emendation,  is  cited  in  the  * Aruk  (v.  s.  v.  tPBt).  The 
verb  PBIfiD  could  without  any  difficulty  be  taken  to  be  denomin- 
ated from  the  noun. 

According  to  Epstein  (p.  122  note  5)  n^B"l  means  "move- 
ment". 

25.  1D3Hi:    Wtf   loam    UN    -p«   (§  6).     IDSm  is   evidently 
Imperfect  Piel    of  a    secondary    stem    D3H.     This   form   is  the 
Hiphil  of  DDJ,  but  it  is  here  treated  as  an  original  stem. 

Epstein  (p.  108  note  16)  would  emend  to  ID'OHl 

26.  iVB}:  HBTItP  "in*6  rfoNB1?  n^Bi  «m  (§  3),  literally  "while 
a  span  of  the  knife  at  the  end  has  not  been  used",  i.  e.  not  all 
of  the  knife  has  been  used  in  slaughtering,  a  span  of  the  knife 
being  left  unused.    JTBJ  usually  "the  act  of  spanning,  extending" 
(Vmsn   JVBJD,   Mishnah    Oholot  VII,   2,    Tosefta   ib.   VIII,    2). 
Here  it  is  obviously  used  as  a  measure,  "a  span". 

Goldberg's  incorrect  reading  (p.  XIX)  ITWlKm  obscured  the 
meaning  of  the  word.  Of  Filipowski's  more  correct  reading 
iTBSKni  (as  one  word  p.  208  col.  a)  Steinschneider  says  (J.  Z.  II 
p.  298:  vielleicht  zwei  Worter,  vielleicht  eine  vox  liybrida  von 
HB1  Frankl  (M.  O.  W.  J.  1873  p.  492)  says  siclierlich  von  HBi 
gebildet.  Epstein  (p.  105  note  3)  also  takes  !TB3  NHl  to  be  one 
word  and  emends  it  to  iTBiSTl,  which  he  takes  to  be  the  Hiphil 
Perfect  of  HB1 

If  rPDSKm  should  be  read  as  one  word,  an  emendation 
would  not  be  necessary;  !TBi«  might  be  a  form  like  rrotK,  derived 
from  the  Hiphil  of  HBX 

27.  »B3:  Kin  PBi  «)iym  mnn»  *tb    (§  36),    "Since  wild  ani- 
mals and  birds  are  full  of  life"  i.  e.  they  are  very  active.    t?B3 
is  here  perhaps  an  elliptical  expression  for  B>B3  "^JJD  or  it  is  used 
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like  the  adjective  l_*-^j  with  which  the  Peshitta  renders  tPfll 
of  Prov.  XXIII,  2. 

28.  pan:  Benn  psoV  pso  p  (§  11);  DHK  TIKI  p^>  nn«  pso 

(#>.)  =  Arabic  3L^>,  plural  ^-^  "the  inferior  skin,  the  skin 
beneath  the  upper  skin  and  above  the  flesh"  (v.  Lane  5.  v.  p. 
1701,  Epstein  p.  123  note  9). 

29.  "nay:    ;m-in   toy  iK«m    msp  rfo«en    n«i    (§  3) 

11KB5?  ny  toy  myi  Kin  toa  wr\  DKI  (i&.),  evidently  meaning  in 
both  places  "thick,  stout",  cf.  K^Diy  —  K^IK  (v.  Levy  Ar.  T.  TF6.  1 
p.  74,  III  p.  646;  Assyrian  akalutu,  Delitzsch  p.  56),  a  small, 
dry  measure  (v.  Zuckermann,  Das  Judische  Maassystem  p.  41). 

Frankl  (I.  c.)  explains  toy  as  meaning  so  viel  wie  THO, 
viel  messend  —  vgl.  mo  ^K  I  Chron.  XX,  6,  cf-  also  Harkavy 
in  Graetz,  Geschichte  (Hebrew  edition)  III  p.  460  note  153.  So 
far  as  I  know,  however,  1VTB  does  not  occur,  Tfc«  being  the 
only  derivative  from  TTO  which  is  to  be  found,  v.  Kohut  s.  v.  I 
p.  114.  Steinschneider,  1.  c.  would  emend  to  toy  angeschwollen, 
aufgeblasen.  Neubauer,  1.  c.  says  prdbdblement  le  mot  J^*, 
court  et  gras.  I  can  find  no  such  Arabic  word.  Epstein 
(p.  105  note  4)  would  emend  toy  from  Arabic  J^  "to  be 
thick  or  dense". 

29.  "np^y  describes: 

I.  The  condition  of  the  animal  when  its  feet  are  bound,  and 
is  synonymous  with  Ipy,    Tlp^y  and  iTPpy  (which  is   a  technical 
term  used  to  denote  the  binding  of  the  animal  for  sacrifice,  cf. 
Mishnah   Tamid  IV,   1)   Kffl   &nt?l   nnn  ^n   (O  npj>)  Tp^y  DNl 
1HW  wnm  K&B  "ipaai  ]Ksa  "iip^y  n»i«  nn«  noV  Kin  TWS  mpiyo 
nnwp  Dm  n^a*n  PPT  »annm  .....  n^iii  n^T  nitypn  DK  ..... 
:i3i  D^m  n^  niwp  K^n  nniK  mtyn  a«  ss^»  (§  36  T-S,  O). 

II.  More    generally,    the    condition    of  an   animal   which  is 
prevented  from  using  its  legs  freely  through  any  cause.     Thus 
the  term  is  used  in  the  text  to  refer  to  an  animal  which  is  in 
such  a  position  that  it  is  prevented  from  moving  its  legs  by  a 
beam,  or  a  wall,  or  because  it  has  dug  its  hoofs  into  the  ground, 
or  because  it  is  lying  in  a  narrow  hole  in  the  ground.     In  these 
senses  the  denominative  verb,  derived  from  Tlp^y  is  found  in  the 

a)  Qal:  11DK  JTfon  n«  nipynt?  nonn  (§  24  P),  where 
the  reference  is  to  the  slaughtering  of  an  ox  that  has  fallen 
into  a  narrow  pit. 
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b)  Pual:  nnplJJB  rr^m  (§  6  G,  no.  6  B). 

c)  Hiphil:  DDim  iT^n  HTpJ>m  (no.  6  .R). 

d)  Hitpael:    !TPp3,   IN   1JV3-   IK   p«2   .T^n  mpynil   (§  6  G) 

.ppyne  )n  naa  rrfcn  nipy  n«n  *6i p«3,  rd^ne 

In  Biblical  Hebrew  there  occurs  the  verb  tf'Htfn,  "to  take 
root",  which  is  denominated  from  the  noun  Bh&,  "root".  In  the 
same  way  Eldad  seems  to  use  the  verb  "1J2JJ  as  a  denominative 
from  "lj?#,  "root".  The  basic  meaning  of  "lf?JJ  in  our  text  would 
accordingly  be:  "to  take  root,  to  be  attached  to  the  ground" 
(c/.  the  German  festgewurzelt),  and  the  more  general  meaning 
would  be:  "to  be  prevented  from  the  free  movement  of  the  feet 
in  any  way".  The  different  stems  of  "ij?J?  are  used  to  denote 
various  ways  or  conditions  in  which  the  movement  of  the  feet 
may  be  impeded.  (Cf.  also  the  Arabic  yt*  I.  "to  detain"  and 
II.  "to  cleave,  to  cling,  to  hold  fast  to  something",  v.  Lane  s.  v. 
p.  2108). 

Babli  Shabbat  128  b  (quoted  also  in  Hal  Pes.  p.  142,  Hal. 
Ged.  p.  513)  expresses  a  caution  against  allowing  a  hen  to  touch 
the  ground  during  the  act  of  slaughtering,  lest  it  may  fix  its  claws 
in  the  ground  and  thus  cause  "11psy.  The  passage  reads  '''OK  "IDS 

rrh  *m  sw  ^  «yi«n  rryo^  waoa^  nVumn  a-nan  je  '«n 
n^>  "ipjn  Kjn&tt  m&lO^  in^>  me  KB^TT 

At  the  end  of  'Ikkur  (§  6)  Ibn  (jamac  adds  the  observation 
that  this  chapter  should  be  called  'Ikkud  and  not  'Ikkur,  for 
Eldad  uses  *Y!p<lj;  in  the  sense  of  binding  (k>yi^  vXic*Jl).  He  seems 
to  imply  that  Eldad  uses  the  verb  IpJJ  in  place  of  IpJJ.  In  proof 
of  this  he  cites  JTTI  ITD^n  §  36,  where  "Ipy  is  used  precisely  in 
the  sense  of  TpJJ  (v.  above  sub  I).  This  view  of  Ibn  Gama'  is, 
however,  mistaken,  for  IpJJ  does  not  in  every  case  mean  "to 
bind",  as  may  be  seen  from  the  instances  noted  under  II,  c,  d. 
•A  Epstein  (p.  108  note  18)  seeks  to  justify  the  remark  of  Ibn 
Gamac  by  referring  it  exclusively  to  the  passage  cited  from  the 
iTH  JYO^n.  Such  an  interpretation  of  Ibn  Gamac's  words: 

D^  his  •np'y  SBDS  NBi«  may  a«a^K  nnn  \»  ty  nwyo  ^ 

wtoo  ip^«  "iVi  nrpy^«  ^ye  n^s  teynoK  P0»6  a»na  is  impossible. 

The  closing  words  here  indicate  beyond  a  doubt  that  Ibn  Gama' 
refers  to  the  entire  chapter  on  "Tlp^y,  i.  e.  §  6  as  well  as  §  36. 
Steinschneider  (J.  Z.  II,  p.  300)  understood  Ibn  Gama'  to  mean 
that  the  original  text  actually  read  IpJJ  throughout  and  that  the 
form  IpJJ  is  due  to  the  error  of  a  scribe  who  regularly  wrote 
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the  more  familiar  word  "Ipy,  until  he  met  with  Ibn  Grama"s  note. 
Epstein  (I.  c.)  has  clearly  shown  that  Steinschneider  was  mistaken. 
A  mere  reference  to  his  argument  must  suffice  here. 

31.  rniDfi!  miDS  p«a  1«  (§  6).     "On  ground  full  of  holes", 
from    /JOB   (v.  Levy    N.  H.   Wb.  IV  p.  68  and  Epstein,   p.  107 
note  14).    Epstein's  other  explanation  (ib.)  rttlDS  =  riJDB,  "a  high 
place"  seems  less  acceptable. 

32.  nans:  JDS«  nnro  nane  prowro  an  (§  9d),  "If  there 

is  a  cleft  on  the  top,  of  the  width  of  a  finger",  a  genuine  Hebrew 
formation  from  /B"is  ;  c/i  Syriac  |^^a,  fissura,  rima  (v.  Brockel- 
mann  p.  286).  There  is  no  need  for  the  emendation  np'HJD  (Ep- 
stein p.  103). 

33.  ona,  DNDB:  onann  m«  inane  w  (§  2);  niMtnB  SD  (§  3); 

m»n  Dm«  Dens'1  DK  (§  32  a).  According  to  Ibn  Grama"s  ex- 
planation n«JTB  )D  nnia  inane  YDBni  (v.  note  1)  it  means  "to 
take  by  surprise"  (c/.  Pinsker  1.  c.  p.  108). 

34.  ^ne:  1)  In  the  sense  of  "cord,  thread":  njJS&lD  TW  DM 
JTiB  ^y  ^ns  «^0  n^ni  (no.  5,  R)  (The  parallel  text  A  §  5  has 
"IJHW1  BinD  instead  of  ^HB  «V»). 

2)  In  the  sense  of  a  "garment",    most  likely   a  "cloak"  or 

"mantle"  in  wiro  inentri  n^n  IK  ify  nty«  ^nsn  nps  (no.  22  R,  0)  ; 
Din  n«  n  noaei  ^nen  n«  teiii  («&.5);  isvn  ^»«  ^nen  i»«  mn  7^101 
(*.  R,  0).  Of.  Targum  OnMos  to  Gen.  XXXVIII,  18,  25; 
Targum  Yerushalmi  to  i&.  25,  where  ^Ttfl  is  rendered  by  KB^lty, 
"coarse  cloak,  mantle"  (v.  Jastrow  p.  1543  and  Rashi  ad.  loc, 


If,  with  Reifmann,  we  read  I^IID  for  I^TiD  in  the  parallel 
passage  in  the  Or  Zarua  and  Mordecai  (v.  p.  87  note  572),  we 
would  have  a  further  confirmation  of  the  correctness  of  the 
meaning  here  given  for  ^TlB. 

Following  RaMBaN  to  Gen.  XXXVIII,  18,  Epstein  (p.  96 
note  40)  takes  ^TiD  to  mean  BWin  "HID,  "a  scarf  wound  around 
the  head".  In  view  of  the  fact,  however,  that  Recension  A  in 
the  parallel  passage  (§  37)  speaks  of  two  DHi3,  "cloak"  appears 
to  be  the  more  probable  meaning  of  ^JIB.  Epstein's  other 
suggestion  (ib.)  that  ^r\D  means  "YIIN,  which  he  bases  on  RaSHBaM 
to  Gen.  XXXVIII  25,  is  even  less  satisfactory. 

35.  npip:   ipnp  ty  npnp  mm  nnpnpn  pp^  (§  27);  )nn 
nn«  n&Tjpn  nnsi^  Binty^i  .........  npnp  ty  ipip  onpipn  (no.  24 

R).  Here  *Jplp  cannot  mean  "pate,  crown  of  the  head".  It  is 
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used  for  "head"  in  general  as  a  synonym  of  #K1.  This  usage 
occurs  in  poetical  passages  of  the  Bible  (e.  g.  Gen.  XLIX,  26  = 
Deut.  XXXIII,  16;  Psalm  VII,  17,  all  parallel  with  t?K1);  cf. 
also  Assyrian  kakkadu,  Kopf,  Haupt  (v.  Delitzsch  p.  592). 

36.  rnsp:  mnispa  [nonao]  ms^n  pi  (§  3);  ant?  rvjraia  DKI 
rwrwn  nisp  iy  (#>.);   nernBM   n«pV  *]nmi  (t'6.),  according  to 

Epstein  (p.  105  note  5)  =  noA  and  "MM  1JJ.  C/l  also  Arabic 
*LoJol  "end,  accomplishment". 

37.  nip:  t^Kan na^pn  IK  n^yon  IK  aipn  ap'i  DKI 

na^pm  sipm  D*JJB  to  iapu  o nips  IK  na<pa  IK  D*JJM  (§  22). 

Here  Sip  is  used  not  in  the  general  meaning  of  "intestines",  but 
most  probably  in  the  specific  meaning  of  [JVD'OB]  DID,  Falten- 
magen,  reticulum  (cf.  Lewysohn  1.  c.  p.  38).  From  an  anatomical 
point  of  view,  too,  this  is  the  meaning  of  21p  required  also  in 

no.  13  (22):  tonen  ID  np^>  npn  DK aip^  ^nen  pm. 

38.  Bfen:  (P  prwn)  nswn  »an  woa  IK  mn  moa  n  n«!»D^ 
(§  22  T-£,  P),  "If  you  find  therein  a  fluid  that  resembles  blood 
or  the  expectoration  (saliva  ejecta)  in  the  case  of  consumption". 
#011  from  VBtil,  "ejection". 

Possibly  in  both  MSS.  BHD11  is  to  be  read ;  v.  next  article. 

39.  PD11:  HB1B  ^KSH  K^  DKT  t^KSH  tt&O  KS1  »D11  OKI  (§  13, 
P),   "But  if  there  is  exuded  matter,  whether  it  be  odorless  or  not, 
the  animal  can  not  be  used  for  food".    t^Dll  =  Arabic  '[£*),  "filth 
or  foul  matter  —  that  collects  or  concretes  in  the  inner  corner 
of  the  eye"  (v.  Lane  s.  v.  p.  1156).     There  is,  however,  also  this 
possibility  to  be  considered,  namely  that  B'Oll  =  DD11  is  derived 
from   l^DDI,  "to  tread",   and  that  it  has  the  same  meaning  as 
DD1D  which  is  almost  a  synonym  for  BSB  (cf.  Micah  VII  10). 

Epstein   (p.  113   no.  13)   suggests   that  the  proper  reading 
may  perhaps  be  tPBll. 

40.  HE^BI  see  PB1TID. 

41.  B>DtP!    nil  na  WSW   DK   (§  9 a);   (or  WO&)  Vti&  p6]  DK1 

npnaa  nun  na  (§  9g,  v.  note  103);  roawn  mcxh  nun  HIT  K'JI 

(§  12);  Him  na  »D^  (§  15);  "to  serve  i.e.  to  supply  the  lungs 
with  air,  to  blow  air  into  the  lungs,  or  rather  into  an  obstructed 
lobe  i.  e.  to  inflate  it".  Cf.  Hal  Pes.  p.  143:  mm  na  PDJ9D  }W  n«n 
iivn  mm  na  (read  »D»D)  t?at?oiD  I-'KI  na  Diai  mm  PKI 

ntya11  K0t9;  jffaZ.  Oed.  p.  625 Kpsf  K{yttty»  tin  Kt^a^;  *.  p.  526: 

KM  TW^  KO^  )^tyin  Kpn  ma  KB>QB>»  Kp  K*?1  (c/.  Epstein  in  Ha- 
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ffoker  I  p.  328).  Comp.  also  Hagigah  12  b  wxm  ir«  pH  and 
Leviticus  Rabba  IX  2,  mnn  W  13  nWDBfctf.  F.  also  S.  Fleischer, 
Nachtragliches  zu  Levy's  Chald.  Wb.  II  p.  578  a. 

42.  nrnnn:  nnin11  nnttin  ^«  rayn  nvnnn  DM  (§  18);  iy 
n*yn  (0  vnnn)  nvnnn  nyjuwi  TB*K  (§  33  e,  T-8,  0).  nvnnn  is  used 

here  as  a  preposition  (=  nnn)  "under,  below".  Cf.  Syriac  l^o-a-.z 
inferioritas. 

43.  BMB^m  K*Btoip]  nn»  irrs  n«  prrv  (§  33  c),  "He  shall 

rinse  his  mouth  with  water  and  spit  it  out".  &sh  =  kaJ  "he 
ejected  or  cast  forth  his  spittle  from  his  mouth"  (v.  Lane  s.  v. 
p.  2666);  cf.  also  Ethiopic  aflasa  (II,  1),  expellere,  ejicere  (v. 
Dillmann  s.  v.).  In  view  of  the  fact,  however,  that  Arabic  J»,  as 
a  rule,  corresponds  to  Hebrew  B  or  3,  the  emendation  B^n 
suggests  itself.  Dr.  Grinzberg  calls  my  attention  to  Talmudic 
O^B,  "to  discharge,  to  vomit",  which  is  frequently  used,  cf.  e-  g. 
Jer.  Berakot  VI.  10b. 

44.  B^oon:  o«3Tn  n^yni  n^«n  B^Bom  (§  36),  "She  tosses 
her  head  about"   etc.,  from    KB1D  (Epstein  p.  109  note  19);  cf. 
also  Ethiopic  meta,  vertere,  revertere  (v.  Dillmann  s.  v.  p.  214). 


We  add  here  the  three  words,  which  are  cited  in  the 
Responsum,  as  specimens  of  the  peculiarities  of  Eldad's  vocabu- 
lary (Epstein  p.  5  no.  5).  The  text  of  the  ed.  pr.  at  this  point 
is  particularly  unreliable,  two  entirely  different  readings  beeing 
found  for  two  of  the  words  in  codex  British  Museum  Ad.  27  129 
(Mflller  p.  18). 

1.  BMD-n  =  tofl^B,   according  to  Frankl   (M.  G.W.J.  1873 
p.  491)  durchdringend,  scharf,  bei  sptiteren  auch  vom  Oeschmack 
beissend,  pikant,  v.  Ducange  s.  v.     See,    however,   Neubauer  in 
J.  Q.  R.  I  p.  110  note  1.    Dr.  Ginzberg,  in  a  letter  to  the  author, 
suggests  that  the  word  is  formed  from  PITt  by  the  insertion  of 
a  D  and  that  it  means:  "dialectics,  explanation"  (VlB^B).    Codex 
British  Museum  has  an  entirely  different  reading  at  this  point. 
Instead  of  the  words  PlfcTT  ^BV*B  of  the  ed.  pr.  the  reading  is 
D^DIB  pip  SBDPIK*?,  "a  saddler  (or  shoemaker)  is  called  by  them 
D^D"!!?",  from  VDD1,  "to  cut,  to  crush,  to  break  into  small  pieces". 

2.  mps"l  =  •VIS**,   according   to   Frankl    (1.  c.)  =  npl,  the 
name   of  a   place   in   Naphtali   (Joshua  XIX,  35).    The  use  of 

for  "I1BS  is  due  to  Eldad's   misunderstanding  of  MegiUah 
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6  a  ^BS  It  npl  and  consequent  identification  of  npn  with  "I1B3. 
This  explanation  is  ingenious  rather  than  plausible.  Reifmann 
would  read  here  fttpai  instead  of  ri1pv"l,  for  according  to  Tanhum 
Yerushalmi  (v.  infra  p.  44)  piT.  is  used  in  Eldad's  vocabulary  as  a 
synonym  of  TBS.  To  be  consistent  Reifmann  should  also  emend 
TIB1**  to  TIB1*  or  TBS.  Metz  in  M.  G.  W.  J.  1879  p.  187  notes 
that  according  to  Plad  "Kurze  Schilderung  der  Abessynischen 
Juderi",  1869,  p.  23,  rekus  among  the  Falashas  corresponds  to 
our  nBTfiJ.  This  meaning,  however,  would  not  throw  any  light 
on  the  word  here  used.  Herr  I.  I.  Kahan,  in  a  letter  to  the 
author,  suggests  the  Arabic  JA^  or  j^-i  which  means  "to  be 
empty",  as  a  possible  basis  for  Eldad's  use  of  "NB'S  in  the  sense 
of  nip11*!.  Dr.  Ginzberg,  on  the  other  hand,  considers  nip°v  an 
artificial  name  for  TlB^S  or  *)iy  which,  according  to  Hullin  27  b. 
is  created  out  of  pp  (ppin  p  fcTQiff  *}1J>.)  Here  again  Codex 
British  Museum  has  the  totally  different  reading  "6  pip  11BD5? 
nipT. 

3.  town  =  nav,  according  to  Prankl  (I.  c.)  from  TovOopuC«> 
=  Tov&puC«>  or  tovftpiCto,  murren,  murmeln,  von  der  unarlikulierten 
Stimme  der  Tiere  gebraucht.  Der  Nebengedanhe  an  "in  mochte 
JEldad  vielleicht  bestimmen,  bei  dem  Worte  wie  Xin^n  an  die 
girrende  Taube  zu  deriken.  See,  however,  Neubauer's  criticism 
of  this  explanation  (ib.).  Reifmann  (I.  c.)  simply  emends  to  "Wl. 
Halevy  in  Revue  Critique  d'Histoire  et  de  Litterature  vol.  XXXI 
p.  462  connects  Ninm  with  NTin^n,  giving  the  following  explana- 
tion: Klin^n  is  used  in  connection  with  )^>sn  (Men.  35  a.  NTinTl 
^••DD  nPB^>  nshn  )^Bm)  and  )^Bn,  in  another  place,  are  spoken 
of  in  connection  with  the  wings  of  a  dove  [viz.  Shab.  130  a  ^Vsn 
D^B33  tyn  JHSrbKa  ^  ^W  P*1S],  hence  Eldad's  identification  of 

with  nsr! 


In  conclusion  we  give  here  two  words  which  do  not  occur 
in  our  present  texts  of  Eldad,  but  which  are  traced  to  him 
by  the  older  Hebrew  lexicographers. 

1.  IBS  =  p2*T:  In  the  commentary  of  Tanhum  Yerushalmi 
on  Lament.  IV,  8  the  meaning  of  IBS  as  a  synonym  of  pm  is 
given  on  the  authority  of  the  usage  of  Eldad.  DBSy  ty  D"liy  TBS 

*  u  < 
(read 
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\  (read  <^--**J).  (Tanchumi  Hierosolymitani  Comment. 
Arab,  in  Lamentationes,  ed.  Gul.  Cureton,  London  1843  p.  37;  cf. 
also  Pinsker  1.  c.  p.  180,  Frankl  I  c.  p.  483,  Epstein  p.  73). 

David  ben  Abraham  Alfasi,  a  Karaite  of  the  tenth  century 
(v.  Steinschneider,  Die  Arab.  Literatur  §  47)  in  his  dictionary 
called  Agron,  s.  v.  TSX  likewise  gives  pST  as  the  meaning  of  1SS 
in  Lament.  IV,  8.  He  claims  the  authority  of  the  Mishnah  for 
this  usage.  We  may  surmise,  however,  that  he  takes  this  ex- 
planation from  Eldad,  in  all  probability,  indirectly,  through  Ibn 
Koreish. 

2.  rPJP  or  ma»  =  pDJJI  112J,  according  to  Herr  Kahan's 
suggestion  going  back  to  the  Arabic  0^-'-«J>  "traiter  une  affaire". 
In  his  Dictionary,  Abulwalid  explains  JVJt?  of  Psalm  VII.  1  to 
mean  "occupation,  pursuit",  quoting  as  his  authority  Ibn  Koreish 
who  claimed  that  he  had  heard  Eldad  use  the  word  in  this 
sense:  Jy^>.  ^IjJl  J-^JI  £•«-»*>  *J 


(v.  Kitab  al-Usul  p.  702,  Sefer  ha-Shorashim  ed.  Bacher,  p.  497; 
cf.  also  Pinsker  Z.  c.,  Frankl  I.  c.  and  B^lp  )S  n^«D1,  Introduction 
p.  XXIX,  where,  according  to  Neubauer  (Z.  c.),  the  correct 
reading  of  the  MS.  is  ^yljJl  JLa-jN  —  plural,  not  singular.  Cf. 
also  S.  Eppenstein  in  M.G.W.J.  XLIV.  (1900)  p.  487  note  3. 

David  Alfasi  in  his  Agron  gives  the  same  meaning  for  JT3J?. 
probably  taking  this  explanation  likewise  from  Ibn  Koreish. 
Frankl,  I.  c.  pp.  494  et  seq.  points  out  that  in  the  extant  frag- 
ment of  his  Eisale,  Ibn  Koreish  (p.  99)  discusses  the  meaning 
of  the  root  rtJS?  without  any  reference  to  Eldad.  Perhaps  the 
reason  is  that  Ibn  Koreish  had  mentioned  Eldad  already  s.  v. 
IDS,  in  the  part  of  his  work  which  we  do  not  possess.71 

It  is  to  be  noted  that  the  plural  nYOtP  is  used  in  the  same 
meaning  of  "occupation,  pursuit"  by  Maimonides,  Yad,  Tephillin, 
VI,  13  ptn  'tona  WWI  Wi»e  Tijn  (v.  Bacher,  Aus  dem  Worter- 
buch  des  Tanchum  Jeruschalmi  p.  138).  Cf.  also  Rashi  on  Prov. 
V,  20,  and  Epstein  pp.  71  et  seq. 


71  The  fact  that  Ibn  K^oreish  quotes  Eldad  as  an  authority  for  the  usage 
of  Hebrew  words,  has  led  Pinsker  (I.  c.)  in  to  the  errorneous  view  that 
Eldad  himself  was  a  Hebrew  lexicographer;  cf.  also  Schorr  in  He-Haluz  VI 
(1861)  p.  63. 
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CHAPTER  V. 

PLACE  IN  THE  EARLIER  HALAKIC  LITERATURE. 

The  Ritual  of  Eldad  has  been  declared  by  many  to  be  a 
fabrication,  a  system  of  Halakot  which  Eldad  invented  from 
motives  unknown  to  us,  constructing  it  in  eclectic  fashion,  borrow- 
ing his  material  arbitrarily  from  Rabbinic  and  Karaitic  sources 
alike,  and  embellishing  the  medley  with  a  few  phantastic  Halakot 
of  his  own  invention,  in  order  to  give  the  whole  the  semblance 
of  originality.  This  view  arises  from  the  difficulty  of  explaining 
the  sudden  appearance  of  a  system  of  Halakah,  the  origin  and 
source  of  which  cannot  be  discovered.  It  is,  however,  to  my  mind 
an  even  greater  difficulty  to  comprehend  the  psychology  which 
would  account  for  the  "invention"  of  a  system  of  Halakot — a 
phenomenon,  so  far  as  I  am  aware,  without  a  parallel  in 
Jewish  literature.  The  invention  theory  is  thus  a  hicus  a  non 
lucendo.  The  description  of  gid  in  A  §  8d — a  very  frequent 
disease  among  sheep — and  the  explanation  of  it  as  caused  by 
parasites  in  the  brain  (Taenia  coenurus);  the  account  of  the 
swelling  of  the  heart  in  §  13;  the  fine  distinction  drawn 
between  simple  and  purulent  pericarditis,  and  likewise  the  de- 
scription of  cholecystitis  to  be  found  in  §  14;  the  suggestion 
in  §  19,  that  it  is  the  formation  of  a  blood  clot  on  the 
omentum  of  the  liver,  which  makes  it  seem  as  if  the  animal 
had  two  livers;  and  likewise  the  suggestion  in  §  20  that  in 
the  case  where  only  one  kidney  is  found,  it  should  be  weighed, 
in  order  to  determine  whether  it  is  sufficiently  large  to  perform 
the  function  of  excretion  normally  carried  on  by  two  kidneys; 
the  method  suggested  by  him  in  §  32  e  for  identifying  the 
young  of  an  animal;  the  observation  that  all  species  of  doves  are 
distinguished  from  all  other  species  of  birds  by  the  possession 
of  a  double  crop  (B.  no  25) — all  this,  of  which  no  trace  can  be 
found  in  our  Halakah,  cannot  well  be  the  product  of  an  individual's 
fancy.  It  registers  the  careful  observation  of  facts  in  the  course 
of  generations,  and  rests  on  the  long  experience  of  a  people  in 
its  practical  life. 

Internal  evidence  of  this  character  would   go  far  to  prove 
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that  this  Ritual  represents  a  body  of  laws  and  practices  actually 
observed  at  some  time  or  other  and  in  some  country  or  other, 
though  we  cannot  at  present  determine  when  and  where.  At  a 
distance  from  the  Babylonian  and  Palestinian  centres  of  the 
Jewish  Diaspora,  an  independent  system  of  Halakot  could  readily 
have  developed.  Even  in  the  absence  of  all  schismatic  tenden- 
cies,72 such  a  system,  though  basing  itself  on  the  Mishnah,  would 
nevertheless  develop  features  of  its  own,  having  their  origin  in 
an  independent  observation  of  animal  life  and  in  the  distinctive 
customs  of  a  given  country.723  In  the  course  of  time  the  need 
would  be  felt  for  the  codification  of  the  body  of  Halakot  thus 
developed. 

It  is  important  to  note  here  that  in  the  period  of  the 
Geonim,  or  at  least  as  early  as  the  time  of  Yehudai  Gaon  (760 — 764 
C.  E.),  the  work  of  systematizing  religious  observances  and  setting 
them  forth  in  short  manuals,  for  the  purpose  of  giving  defin- 
iteness  to  religious  practice,  and  facilitating  instruction  began.73 
The  Ritual  of  Eldad,  who  lived  towards  the  end  of  the  ninth 
century,  may,  therefore,  be  regarded  as  a  Halakic  manual  com- 
piled under  the  influence  of  the  tendency  toward  codification. 

The  divergence  between  Eldad's  Halakot  and  ours  seems 
less  peculiar  if  we  bear  in  mind  the  period  to  which  Eldad 
belongs.  The  Halakah,  particularly  in  regard  to  nttTlt?  and 
niS"tt3,  had  not  yet  become  entirely  fixed  and  rigid  in  the  period 
of  the  Geonim.  It  was  still  in  the  process  of  development.  In 
Gaonic  literature  there  are  Halakic  regulations  met  with  nowhere 
else,  having  found  no  place  in  the  subsequent  codes.74  The 
sudden  appearance  of  Halakot  at  such  a  time  and  their  subse- 

72  To  the  evidence  hitherto   adduced  in  refutation  of  the  theory  that 
Eldad's  Ritual  is  of  Karaite  origin  we  must  add  the  polemic  of  the  Karaite 
author  of  the  ninth  century,  Daniel  al-Kumsi  (v.  Poznanski  in  ZfHB.  VII 
(1903)  p.  108)  against  one  of  Eldad's  Halakot  (v.  B.  note  102). 

7ja  It  is  worth  mentioning  in  this  connection,  that  among  other  reasons 
in  the  Or  Zarua\  II.  §  432  p.  177  the  peculiarities  and  divergences  of  the 
Halakot  of  Yehudai  Gaon  from  the  current  Halakah  are  accounted  for  by  the 
assumption  that  his  halakot  originated  in  a  strange  land  and  were  brought 
to  Babylonia  by  captives  of  war,  not  earlier  than  a  century  after  his  death. 

73  V.  Miiller,  Handschriftliche,  Jehudai  Gaon  zugewiesene  Lehrsatze,  p.  4. 

74  Cf.  e.  g.  the  two  passages  occurring  in  some  Responsa  of  Sharira, 
published  by  Ginzberg  in  JQR.  XVII,  p.  270  1.  21  fivib  T)DK  xniSl  &6rDl  N133 
nvnpa;  p.  271  1.  1   ^INT  WOOD  trin  *6  rwn 
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quent  disappearance,  without  any  abiding  influence  on  the  general 
Halakic  movement,  is  therefore  not  altogether  incomprehensible. 
It  is  still  more  intelligible,  if  we  assume,  as  there  is  ample 
reason  for  it,  that  this  system  of  Halakot  represents  the 
divergent  practices  of  a  country  or  district  somewhat  removed 
from  the  highroad  of  Jewish  life  an$:  Jewish  religious  practice, 
and  therefore  not  lending  itself  to  the  ready  acceptance  of  the 
Halakot  based  on  the  practices  of  the  Palestinian  or  Babylonian 
Jewish  community. 

Though  we  cannot  say  what  country  was  the  home  of  Eld  ad's 
Halakot,  there  is  evidence  that  the  place  of  origin  was  within 
the  sphere  of  influence  of  the  Palestinian,  rather  than  the  Baby- 
lonian, Talmud.  I.  H.  Weiss76  pointed  out  that  the  Halakah, 
which  provides  that  every  animal  slaughtered  must  be  subjected 
to  inspection  for  each  of  the  eighteen  Terefot,  is  in  accord  with 
the  Halakah  of  the  Palestinian  Talmud  and  not  of  the  Babylonian 
Talmud.76  The  recently  discovered  Seder  Kodashim  of  the  Pa- 
lestinian Talmud77  affords  additional  material  enabling  us  to 
show  the  extent  of  its  influence.  We  note  here  the  following 
parallels  between  the  Palestinian  Talmud  and  Eldad's  Ritual: 

Eldad  Terushalmi  Hullin 

I. 

p.  3  a. 

p 

DPI  )n«  -on  ,j 
it  roVn  im  *6i       p 
p  nan  nssn  *«w 


7»  F.  Ha-Hoker  I  p.  162,  Dor  III*,  p.  286. 

76  F.  §  8a.     This  injunction  is  old  as  is  evident  from  the  fact  that  it 
occurs  in  Targum  Pseudo-Jonathan  on  Num.  XIX,  3  pio  no^Bm  nvpnaM. 

77  Published  by  Salomon  Friedlander,  1906.  It  is  immaterial  for  us  here 
to  know  whether  this  work  presents  the  original  text  of  the  Seder  Kodashim 
of  the  Palestinian  Talmud  or  whether  it  is  a  collection  of  quotations,  gathered 
from  the  existing  orders  of  the  Yerushalmi,  for  the  purpose  of  reconstructing 
the  Seder  Kodashim,  which  was  lost  at  an  early  period.    Though  scholars  of 
authority  have  produced  weighty  arguments  against  the  genuineness  of  this 
work,  nevertheless,  I  ventured  to  point  out  the  parallels,  given  in  the  text 
and  if  the  presentation  of  these  parallels  should  in  any  way  contribute  to 
the  furtherance  or  advancement  of  this  controversy,    the  author  will  feel 
satisfied. 
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Eldad 
nrpn  OKI  §  31. 


n«tn   na^wm  i&. 


Yerushcdmi  HuUin 
n*ni  «s  naiB  no  jnv  nn« 
pan  p«i  (jimi)  ami  mawi 
.p^ans  *6n  *nia*  pan  p«i  parw 


2. 


3. 


rfaos    rwtn    navwm    'ife. 

•KD1D3 


•awn  Kin  nov  "i  no«.p.  6b. 
I^BK  pniD  )^ 
)som^  n^ij;^  p 
n  na  pa  san  now  n^a  pa 


Q"D 


ib. 


rerm 


§  26: 


*'iai 


mm  v    raaipa 


5. 


noio 


"i  p.  15  a. 

vb  np 
n«o 


j^DpT  «n«  ^1  p.  53  a. 

"IID«  ns-'on  -ityb  sni  0^2  ppnr 
aye  na  mDD^»  mow 
p1?  pnp  pin  p  ma 
rray  n«t  «i  (read 


nan 


injn 


3)  Comp.  Mishnah  BerakotTLL^:  ^  Comp.  B.  Ratner's  arguments 

.'131  TISD  lyw  U^2  vnnB  np  V»2  against  the  genuineness  of  this  passage 

•np  ton  Kinw  -DWI  n^snn  imp  HM  ib.  5  in  Ha-1  Olam  (ed.  by  N.  Sockolow)  I. 

.ISp11  «"?N  p-DB11  tb  25,  July  2,  1907  p.  324. 

«)  Comp.  Tosafot  'Erubin  65  a  2)  Comp.  Or  Zaru'a  I  (1862) 

s.  v.  TO:  isnsn  ^3  <io^0n'<3  ann  p»  §  368  p.  103: 


«to 


tosx"?  IID«  issna 


While  the  subject-matter  of  the  Ritual  represents  the  reli- 
gious practices  of  the  Jews  of  a  particular  country,  the  form,  the 
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remarkable  systematic  and  schematic  arrangement,  is  doubtless 
the  work  of  an  individual  (v.  supra  p.  25).  There  is  no  reason  to 
doubt  that  this  individual  is  Eldad.  To  what  an  extent  Eldad 
followed  earlier  models  in  the  work  of  compilation  is  the  next 
topic  for  consideration. 

The  relation  of  the  Halakot  of  Eldad  to  the  Halakot  Pesukot 
and  the  Halakot  Gedolot  has  been  treated  exhaustively  by  Ep- 
stein.78 He  did  not,  however,  reach  any  definite  conclusion. 
There  are  striking  similarities,  both  in  form  and  in  substance, 
between  the  Halakot  Pesukot  and  Eldad's  Halakot.  The  deter- 
mination of  the  exact  relation  between  these  two  Halakic  com- 
pilations is  a  very  difficult  problem.  In  the  first  place,  the 
manner  in  which  the  decisions  of  the  blind  Yehudai  Gaon  were 
transmitted,  makes  it  impossible  to  determine  accurately  which 
of  the  Halakot  originated  directly  with  the  Gaon  and  his  im- 
mediate disciples,  and  which  of  these  are  of  a  later  date.  In  the 
second  place  it  is  still  uncertain  whether  the  present  Hebrew 
text  of  the  Halakot  Pesukot  is  original  or  represents  a  translation 
from  the  Aramaic.79  It  is,  therefore,  scarcely  possible  to  do  more 
than  to  point  out  in  detail  the  remarkable  identity  that  exists 
between  the  two  in  subject-matter  and  arrangement. 

The  comparison  of  Eldad's  Ritual  with  the  Halakot  Gedolot 
is  equally  difficult.  Here  the  parallel  passages  are  usually 
widely  separated  by  quotations  from  the  Talmud  and  by  Halakic 
discussions.  Moreover,  the  original  character  of  the  compilation 
is  obscured  and  the  language  is  Aramaic.  In  general,  the  simi- 
larity between  the  Eldad  Halakot  and  the  Halakot  Pesukot  is  far 
more  striking  than  between  them  and  the  Halakot  Gedolot.  This 
may  be  readily  seen  in  the  parallel  arrangement  of  the  passages 
from  the  three  works  given  below. 

The  similarity  of  Eldad's  Ritual  and  the  Halakot  Pesukot 
is  particularly  striking  in  ntDTTtf  niD^n  (v.  infra  p.  51),  both  in 
subject-matter  and  in  form.  It  is  not,  however,  possible  to  prove 
the  dependence  of  one  work  on  the  other.  Therefore,  we  must 

"  V.  Ha-Hoker  I  pp.  326  et  seq.  This  article  of  Epstein  has  been  re- 
published  in  his  mip3  nvUK,  Cracow  1893  pp.  20  et  seq. 

7»  This  is  the  view  of  Halberstam  in  Halakot  Pesukot  ed.  Schloss- 
berg,  p.  n.  Cf.  also  Briill  in  his  Jahrbilcher  fur  jildische  Geschichte,  IX. 
(1889)  pp.  129  et  seq.  (Briill  /.  c.  p.  130  note  3  gives  examples  of  mistrans- 
lations) and  Epstein  in  Ha-Goren  HI  pp.  67  et  seq. 
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either  conclude  with  Epstein,8<>  that  both  are  to  be  traced  back 
to  a  common  origin,  or,  as  it  seems  to  me,  we  must  assume  that 
the  arrangement,  which  is  common  >  to  both  works,  had  already 
become  stereotyped. 

Eldad  Hal.  Pesukot  ed.       Hal.  Gedolot  ed.  Hil- 

Schlossberg    p.   135       desheimer  p.  508 
et  seq.  et  seq. 

U3-I    'B«      §    1.  1BK  mi,T  a-l  1BK  3*1    1B8    p.  510. 

rwa  '5»  )ii  p  jmT  i)toiaff         ^8i»tr  IB«  rrorr 


naun 
new  nia^n  jnv 


as  in  S  P.,  "131 


11D8 


in 


it 


niaa^»  naan  ^nnn  ,8  •"  n 
nanan 

i^si  18  n»na  i8iso  IT 

•nian    ^si    18  n^Bii    in^anty  18    ^}    ^8    nana 

18   vi'iy  '^Bitf  18  n^a  )<)3Dn 

18   1T  ^  18      ViS      ^>V     111D 

ny  iT3  nrwi  a^iaia  natsn   nyn^    n8atr   n^  a^n^i  «man  8n8 

nana   na^nty   my^a  po  n^sity  18  vis  ^v   ^si  ""Bi  •« 

ann  ^ni  mn8  masw  18  nto  ITO   r&pan  .TT  ]a 

1T3n  831  y^B>  18  )^3D     «n»l  8^30  8ttp 


» «  »  «  iia   nanana^nwi^^a   «n»  ^  awi  nnan 
noil  npnV  npn 

npn 


•  i  • « nan3 

i)5ullin9a.    2)  read 


omits   n^Bity  i« 


7.  £  c.  p.  328. 
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EUad  Hal.  Pes.  Hal  Ged. 


n&  mWDm  §  3.  pa  .n2P3  nom  p.  510.  The  same 

r&3KBn  Knn#    »Ksn   Bm^i  naty  nao  iTn^   in  Aramaic 
nan  nonam  TKB  mn 
Bn^i  na  p  arwm 

nn«  oyca  piB^Dn  *jnni   by  IT  nnm  nia^  mn 
nom   7^w     ompi     paon 
,  *  »  «   posi  nKisn  nK 
nnK  nysa 
?n  HK 

nan  a  nrww  IK 
nann 


nona 


mm  I 

nnwe  ^ai^  nw»i  no-n 

.nona 


§4.  p:a  **npa  hlVn  p.511.  The  same 

nBnanBnw^nn^K^n   Diaii^naBiam^iTn^  in  Aramaic 

my   ^a   j^ao    trKn 
nipn  pa  IK  nip^>  )sa  IK  ^iD^o1?  nona 

IK  p^D5 
B»I^  nKis^»  osyn  pa  IK   nana  *IK»  ^y  n»s 

nip1?   BH»I  nnnno  pao 
K\n  HBIB  n^yB^?   aan  na  vrw  n^oa  IK 
nsna  nBB^»  Bin^11   omro  IK  niia1?  IK 
naa  D^IKI   by  n^BB  nniK  npam 
)sao  Diaii  nana  nKis 
r6BB  nniK  nnn 


pao  7^  nnapn 
«w  nann 
IT  rraa^    K^ 
'Bnan 


»)  cd.  ibn?.  »)  5e/er  we-Eizhir 

2)  Read  Dm»  nno  mn»    ed  Freimann  Lev.  p.  12b 

and  comp.next  paragraph.     .i 
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EUad  Hal.  Pes.  Hal  Ged. 

[no]  nvnonan  §  5.  nonan    p.  136.  p. 512.  The  same 

n^na     nyaoo     8vr  &mtp  rrrw  )iaa  ira   in  Aramaic. 

njjaoo  ns*it3  n?yo7i  tswin  ^oin  nnn 
*,-nin&    noo^i   n!?na 
yai8  ]iv&  rty  onityni 

nyao  nnno  vniyass  nnn 

nnno    tsinun    n^na  n  h  n  a  n 


^o  nonan  p.  141.          ontyi  |«o  noian 
nona  Bmt?t?   N^ap^  n1?  a^iaoi 


3)D8i   »nsiB  sotyii  '•nna  n? 
ns^tD  otyiin   ^oa     n?     ^sty     ^ai 
noo  )o  oio^ipa   «nnn    p 


no   nnip^V    §  6.  15Pa-|1p<iyp.  136  ib.  The  same  in 

nonan   nnnn^    «sn  nao  TOIJ;  n^n^  )iaa   Aramaic 

n^an  i-npynai  nton^  n^n  naoi  nona 

i«  psa  na^io  np^na  nona 

8^1  onit^n  onty  naios  )no  nns  I^B 

n8"i  8^1  nin8^  nasa  naoi    ointy^    mip 

)n   noa   n^ai  nip^  nt^aai   *)o^a   n^n          nyia1?  snan\i 

ibia  Din  -JSP  ppyno  maaoipoi^anona1?   8^ioa     18 

nn  nrcri  ;aina  nnp-'ni  "[ioa  nipo1?    viaistyn^i 

nnpiyo  n^ani  Dipoa  I8p8a  n^an 

,8\n  DVI  ntr8"i  nnani  maa 
nona 


1)  Ed.  tontftf.  i)  ed. 

2)  This  entire  section  of     2)    Sefer   we-Hizhir   II 
noiin  is  quoted  in  Ara-     p.  14a. 

mai'c,  in  Samuel  ibn  Ga- 
ma's  Bisale  publ.  by 
St.  JZ.  II  p.  77  e. 
s)  ed.  DN.  •*)  ed.  tins. 
*)This  passage,  occurring 
later  in  the  right  con- 
text, is  quite  out  of  place 
here. 
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Hal  Pes. 


D-np    ppia^B    npym 

pa  -NIK  l^BKI 

ten  BBM  IK  nip 
TIDKI  iip7  ^n 
.nonn  nroKB 

In  addition  to  the  parallel  passages  noted  in  the  Glossary 
s.  v.  PBtf  attention  is  called  to  the  following  parallel  passages 
that  occur  outside  of  riDTW  JYD^n.  This  list  could,  no  doubt,  be 
greatly  added  to,  if  we  had  the  original  text  of  the  Halakot  Pe- 
sukot  or  of  the  Halakot  Gedolot. 


pv 


EUad 
by  Ks»n  am  §  9  a. 


IT  D^  nm  §  15. 


§  21. 


§  36. 


n«  ""s^  nnwp  am 
D^T  niwp 


nnpan  [antr]  §  32. 
arpj»a  an^n  r«sv  vm 
nipa  ntr  ^  am«  a^iaa 
nian  anw  nens-1  D« 
.....  nninaa  IBK 


J5a?.  Pes., 
nan»  n«n  -ETaZ.  Pes.  p.  143. 


n«n 


.•TD1B  l^ 

i&.  p.  140. 


.  p.  536. 


.ffirf.   Pes.    p.  141 

i3  ^3  IIB^S  to  IK 


nun 


n1? 


tjn 


«nrn  Hal  Ged.  p.  561. 
i  yr  SK  mV1  n1? 

Kinn    psi    ne^w^    man 
t^i  «in 


Read  «nr6;   comp.  Huttin  47  b. 


and  Yer.  JLilaim  II  8,  p.  28  a,  where 
is  explained  as  «pnie. 


TEXT  OF  EECENSION  A. 


I. 

new 


ijmmn  ^a  (mey  p)  TWB  SDO  pi  p  ywirr  1131    « 
Bto  fc*6  IIDK  ntww  nia^n  jrw  uw  ^NTB^  rowi  b 
3,mipjn  rprnwin  rrnrr^n  rrmom  nww  jrwrw  no^n  jn 


1  The  original   form   of  the  introductory  clause  which  recurs   at  the 
beginning  of  every  chief  part  of  this  ritual,  probably  read  originally  ION 
miajn  ""SB  HffB  SBB  JNPirP,  as  is  clearly  stated  in  the  Responsum,  ed  E.  p.  4  no.  3: 
miajn  'BB  n»a  'aa  (siced.pr.)  'jn.v  IBK  «b«  nan  D%,»  ot?  |'«  onbt?  T»!?n  bai, 
further  ib.  p.  5  no.  6 :  (sic  ed.pr.)  na»o  ^po  «*?i  ni»»  ^jno  vb  dan  m»  n  TSIB  la^i 

ywin11  ••Da  wne^  ^^  na^n  ^22  OIK  p  «b«  ^lol7n  ^yao  «^i 
a;  c/".  also  M\  yvw  no«T  nj>;  Responsum  (B.  no.  22  note  59):  11? 
and  the  Letter  of  Hasdai  Ibn  Shaprut,  quoted  by  Epstein  p.  70: 
'Bo  nwn  'Ba  j?t»ini  '•Ba  ^op  tap  p  ^anj?  noi«  rvn  p  nisbna  t^m1?  naj?m 
mi  a  in.  It  is,  however,  possible  that  the  original  formula  contained  also  the 
patronymicon  |13  p  after  yw\n\  thus  reading:  miaan  SBB  nt^o  ^aa  ]ia  p  ywin11  I»K. 
Such  is,  in  fact,  the  reading  in  Recension  If.,  ed.  Mil.  p.  65,  8e  and  in  Midrash 
Bereshit  Rabbati,  quoted  by  Epstein  p.  68;  cf.  also  Recension  D.  ed.  Mil. 
p.  64,  8e,  if  ]1i  ]2  is  not  itself  to  be  considered  a  later  insertion. 

It  is  from  this  introductory  clause,  that  the  whole  ritual  was  cited  as 
V'K  rrt3^n.  As  an  old  interpolation  in  this  formula,  we  must  regard  the  title 
1331,  found  in  our  present  texts,  before  yPirP,  at  the  beginning  of  each  part 
A  as  well  as  in  B  (nos.  1  and  15);  further  in  M,  beg.  (v.  note  2) ;  in  Recension  J. 
(ed.  Mu.  p.  65,  8e),  and  also  in  two  quotations  from  the  Responsum,  con- 
tained in  the  manuscript  fragments  of  St.  Petersburg  and  of  the  British 
Museum  which  Miiller  published  on  pp.  17  and  18  of  his  work.  The  later 
stages  of  this  tendency,  to  enlarge  the  formula  may  be  seen  in  the  still  more 
expanded  forms:  mnjn  'SB  D1BJ?  p  rwa  'BB  |U  p  jmT  1121  l»N  (A  I  (?.); 
nan  nt»a  "BB (A.  II.  P);  nvo  iraK  "BB (Recension  B  ed.  Mil. 

p.  64  no.  17). 

2  M:  ^na  p  TI^K  "i   «*an»  ntrntt  rnabna  ains  wto  -jm  w^an  ana 
(ilf/S.  omits  this  name  in  the  text,  supplying  "airi  libs  "I  in  the  margine) 
'r\h  naitn  ba  miajn  -BB  n»a  ^BB  j»?in^  i"«:  o^aty  "a  xan  (This  'nb  is  clearly 
a  misreading  for  '^  =  ^K1»^;  cf.  also  MS.  Petersburg,  Firk.  1261,  [Mu.  p.  48]: 

jnv  iy[«i]   bKn»^  nann  ba  miajn  ••BB 
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J2.1K  DSIK  IJTBSKI  nanan  maab  naan  ^nnn  ,KYI  <n»  .Tniv 
i«  IT1  ty  nyTs  r6sa  i«  nsy  ty  "roan  ^si  IK  iTa  nteKan  r 
mn  T^m  mn«  nana  naw  iijrow  ny  ITS  nrwi  ana^a  BIK  5  inane 
^  mina  n5i  toa  mn  *-]BW  K^P  jitwnn  nijr»a  n^na  T»an 
*.T»an  By  pen  tesn  t6i  nil  e,«in  itPBia  IBT  i»a  [te] 
i3.em»ni  nai  nannni  n«a  mn  nte«an  «nn»  .«sn  no  n^niom 
nan  na^»i  ,te»n  «^i  «\n  nom  nn«  oyea  paw  inm  erwi  ra  p 

^>i  «^n  nom  nn«  DJ?M  pio^n  "jnm  ^aentyi  snnsKne 
neiB»  nana^  nan  nn»  ayea  antyi  n^awne  "o  m»a  nan 


«ni  nn«  nvsa  antw  D^OJ;S  nanan 
nni«  ontri  nain 


V  n^3«an  n^Dii  ^na  nyt?  v^i  i«a^>  nj; 
^i  n^^tyi  n^tyi  nn«  nj^s  an»i  ]iina  mn 
Kin  ^K  BKI  ,^«n  «^i  Kin  np^n  nawn  urnxp  iy 
n  by  iDin^n  n»p  nasm  nasn  by  nbsan  n^sii  ai  IBS 
Ksn  rfciBB  nanan  mayi  nbaKan  rhyn\  nantr  ••a  Kin 


,  .  .  ,  naa  ^  yann-1  IOXT  nj?  '121  >noiin»ci  ^0*6  IIDK  ne'-n^  n-is^n  ynr  -aw.  (The 
text  of  2lf  is  continued  in  note  289.) 

3  MS.  rrnnp'jn,  evidently  a  false  analogy  with  the  feminine  plurals  of 
the  other  nouns,  but  correctly  ,T1"Hp<iy  in  §  6.  In  MS.  p.  77  b.  (E.  p.  99)  the 

quotation  is  introduced  as  follows  mom  nbirt  Nttj?  p  a:it?ot?  ^nn  p  TI^N  ^pn 
DmiD^n  •«£)  D'DaB^M.  In  the  MS.  the  letters  of  the  first  nom  are  dotted,  to 
indicate  deletion;  the  correct  reading  follows. 

*  MS.  Arabic  «».  &  F.  Gl.  8.  v. 

5a  St.  (p.  297)  emends  ^BB>;  a  Passive  is,  however,  desirable;  "JB1W  may 
be  read  as  such. 

e  Lev.  XVII,  14.    MS.  omits  hs  and  reads  icon  instead  of  1BO,  E. 

7  Deut.  XII,  23.    In  MS.  p.  78b-79a  (E.  p.  99—100)   the  question  is 

introduced  by:  ?&*  «nro  Dmi&bra  ^«-i»<i  ^ea»  TID-IT  »ta  ]y  'jpa  ••an^K  II^N  '11 
and  is  followed  by  the  remark:  nfy^K  nin  snn  m«^  D«n&  ]D  nnin  inona  I^ 


-ij>D  «ini  ona'to  m 

8  Supplied  by  E.;  Go.  p.  XIX  and  Fi.  p.  208  a  1.  10  supply 
s  V.  Gl.  «.  v.  10  F.  Gl.  «.  v. 

i  »  Supplied  by  E.  ;  St.  p.  298  proposed  BPltf;  Fi.  supplied  n&W3  after  rrnixpa. 
«  F.  01.  «.  v. 

"a  St.  p.  298  »nan,  MS.  clearly  jj-isn. 
13  Probably  corrupted  from  DIM  or  jnai.    E.  suggests  that  ]fil  be  taken  as 
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i  p  rfowsn  noiDJ  n»mn  ^Drm?  ^nrpt?  «\n  no  rrnvr^n       §4 
nsyn  pa  IK  TBato  "nyn  «p»  tf-w&i  tsen^  mpn  p  IK 
nBD^>  BW  DKI  KVI  nsi&  ntyo'?  erwi  "D'TAt  nip*? 
nra 


a  verb,  in  accordance  with  £>an.  1,  11.    This  is  unsatisfactory,  unless  the  text 
be  emended  to  n|Gl. 

»*  In  MS.  p.  82  a  —  83  a  the  quotation  is  introducend  as  follows:  m^K  'nt 

"jjna^K  Kin  'S  *?pa  'inn. 

18  E's  emendation  Bints?  (p.  101)  is  unnecessary,  ^nnn,  followed  by  a 
participial  construction,  is  not  uncommon;  cf.  e.  g.  Abot  de  R.  Nathan,  ed. 
Schechter,  Text  A.  p.  2  a:  onaw  D"?IJ?  W3  "?3  V»3J?  l^nnn  (v.  Briill,  Jahrbiicher 
LX  [1889],  p.  135);  Lev.  Eab.  XL  75  aatts  *)Bp»  ^•'nnn. 

«  Probably  to  be  emended  to  p  1«,  by  analogy  with  BBnb  nipn  p  l« 
and  nxis1?  nspn  p  i«. 

17  The  meaning  of  this  passage  is  not  quite  clear.  DSJ>  seems  to  cor- 
respond to  nplBO  (Hullin  113  a),  while  1N1S,  that  part  of  the  neck,  which  is 
in  front  of  the  ripnBO,  seems  to  be  designated  by  D'T^l  nip1?  BKttb.  I  would 
translate  the  passage:  "If,  as  he  began  to  slaughter  the  animal,  the  knife  slid 
in  between  the  oesophagus  and  the  trachea,  or  between  the  trachea  and  oeso- 
phagus on  the  one  side  and  the  jugular  veins  on  the  other,  or  between  the 
skin  and  the  flesh  (v.  note  16)  or  between  the  collarbone  and  the  front  part 
of  the  neck,  be  it  the  oesophagus,  trachea,  or  veins  etc." 

17a  KM  nsie,  nea^>  DIW  OKI  is  omitted  in  E.  p.  101,  Go.  p.  XX  1.  8.  (F. 
St.  p.  298,  d). 

"b  In  the  MS.  the  words  nap1?  BP11?  IKIS1?  DSJ?n  p  1«  1»3^  lljm  f3W 
are  inserted  between  D^liO  and  nD3.  A  repetition  of  noa  in  the  margine  as 
a  catchword  under  nip^  clearly  indicates  that  the  insertion  is  to  stand  be- 
tween nVw  and  rtB3,  not  after  noa  nblKl  (Fi.  p.  208  col.  a.  1.  30).—  This  inter- 
polation must,  however,  be  rejected,  both  because  it  destroys  the  unity 
of  the  phrase  imBO'  noa  nblKl  which  has  its  parallel  in  B  no.  4.  noa  D^« 
pan  and  also  because  the  remedy  given  after  W  noa  n^Ki,  is  most  probably 
meant  to  apply  to  all  cases  of  mbn,  and  not  only  to  those  enumerated 
in  the  interpolation.  The  latter  is  plainly  a  repetition  of  the  words  (1.  4) 
nap1?  Br6  1«1^  DSJ?n  pa  1«  iwabl  1157:1  p»,  omitting,  however,  the  last  word 
D'Ti^l.  The  purpose  of  this  repetition  which,  to  be  complete,  should  begin 
with  "131  p  IN  nap^  BBfln  p,  seems  to  be  to  restate  the  condition,  described 
in  the  beginning,  in  order  to  recall  it  to  the  reader,  before  giving  the  remedy 
'131  imtW"  n03  nblKI.  In  the  MS.  a  long  line  is  drawn  over  the  words  (1.  4) 
D"T:iVi  nap1?  BBH^  IKIS^  osyn  p  IK  IBO^I  -iiyn  pw,  where  they  occur  for  the 
first  time  in  the  text.  This  is  probably  a  sign  of  deletion  made  by  one  who 
considered  the  interpolation  an  improvement  of  the  text. 

Go.  p.  XX  is  very  inaccurate  omitting  the  interpolation  (and  much 
more)  without  any  comment.  E.  p.  101  gives  both  passages  in  parenthesis 
and  (having  been  misinformed  by  Neub.)  adds  an  incorrect  note  (p.  105) 
on  them;  St.  p.  298,  d  suggests  a  radical  emendation:  "itm1?  DSj?n  p  IK 
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aipon  nwaa  r,s»n  isn«  HKT  tamely  TIKI  ,tsinBn 
Kin  neiB  ntsTitrn  Dipco  rkytb  ntewon  D^an  DKI  ^o*n  «in  Tin 

.nsits  D^an  prawn  mpa&  prat^  OKI 
niyn  p  rtoKon  WDTI  o  ncna  m'rnn  n»i 
*?  roi 


nsna  noi  nni  nyatt»  «\n  21  [no] 
nnno  vmvMK  yni«   n^  i^    enwm  ".minta 


^nty  by  B« 
ntr«  nonin^  ^nn  DKI  .«in  lints  asanwn^  rupn  p  nn«  nomn 

.riBiB  -ij?»n  Bino  n^nan 

nnna  ssna^yn  n«i  .naita  22aaip  rrwyn  nD*n» 
nnno  asnensyn  n«i  »».Kin  lints  n^nan  nyaen  bx  24nipiann 

26.«sn  nsnta  manin  n»^»a  n^nn  nyaen 
]ne  «s^  mntr  ^  Tiw  yn  no^  KVI  HBTB  noiann  ^»v  iD«n  ^i 
»nw  a»*nronn  eintrn  n^nin  njntan  ^v  o«i  n*?n:n  nyntsn  nai  27nn 
nyaen  nnna  tsin^^  ssnuno&n  ninyai  ann  «jr  «^»i  mn  ^n^Vty 
mn   «s^i   i^n   D^Tin   inns^   -IPS   n"?n:n 


«i  ton 
nsnts  nip^>  Bt»i 

18  E.  unnecessarily  emends  DN. 

»»*  MS.  and  E  bxn.  "  Dewf.  XIV,  21. 

19a  nnon  instead  of  n&nen  is  probably  more  correct,  cf.  Hullin  128  b. 

20  MS.  fol.  84b— 85a,  introduced  by  the  words:  Kin  'S  '11  'r^N  TJ^N  il 
nil"?«.  21  MS.  and  editions  omit  no. 

22  MS.  had  originally  mtP2,  as  in  §  36  beg.  nveo  ntsoVts  n^ni  nj?3BOi, 
but  on  top  of  it,  as  a  correction,  mine,  so  also  Fi.  col.  a  line  3  from  bottom, 
Go.  p.  XX  1.  18  [m-BD  «"3]. 

22a  So  MS.,  the  -  being  mater  lectionis.        «  7.  Gl.  8.  v.        23a  So  MS. 

2*  St.  JZ.  II,  298  suggests  the  reading  nipmrt;  followed  by  E.  p.  107 
note  10,  -who  would  also  read  "?j?  for  b». 

25  E.  /.  c.  would  emend  HVJ  nsnio. 

26  E.  I.  c.  would  emend  Kin  nine,  in  both  cases  his  reasons  for  the  change 
are  not  convincing.  A  manuscript  of  the  Montefiore  Library  (Cat.  Hirschfeld 
cod.  108  §  483  fol.  48b)  contains  the  following  reference.    ne^BOl  D'JBO 

3"3i  -nbiDB  'pats  'itys  ^K  T\n*  nj>3B3 

'3nn  mb«.    This  Halakah  does  not  agree,  however,  with  that  of  Eldad. 

27  MS.  on,  not  DK,  as  E.  reads;  his  emendation  nn  is  satisfactory. 
"a  So  MS.         28  MS.  iwowi;  v.  Gl.  s.  v. 

28a  MS.  na'BjHi  E. 
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njnan  nnn  2»pvr3  tansy  DKI  ,NYI  nsnta 


so.Kin  iina 

narra^  nenan  sinnnrw  KM  no  nmp7       §6. 
ora?  sinaioe  p«a  i«  p»a  roto^o  s'nrpa  w  "I/TO  i« 
mn  -jsty  ppyne  )n  nea  rrin  iip^v  ntn  *6i  *viro6  rusi 
JIKTI  anew  »6im6  .KVJ  nsiB  nnpiyo  rrt:ro  nnww  nn  wen 


29  MS.  napa  E. 

29a  So  correctly  MS.,  not  as  E.  has 

30  MS.  fol.  lOOa— 101  a,  introduced  by  the  words:  'B  Ml  *rb*  Tib*  'il 
«0  3«n^>K  (read  «nn)  mn.    The  quotation  is  followed  by  the  words: 

nini  ^nra  »tnr\  nnVpi  2in  ^«aan  um  B-JI  nmji  (not  no,  E.)  KB  p  «in 
pntfNVN  (MS.  «DiVv»)  DiVjjts  [n11:,  E.]  «nay  iaj>  T!?K  (MS. 
•TB  KitsnsK  «D  D^wnpn  lyniUN  nati  n 

]on  xn^B  «i^>  n»ib«  |»  nvro  ]3«»«  *B  ^  taps  itoabx  trin  <B  D^I  nsvai  (MS. 
i3«n3  (sic  MS.)  ^tr  Mnsnw  *?}?^  onpn  p  ^p  yxinaN^K  nisyi 


V  ]X  ntOB33nDK  NDN  tby'Q.  "This  is  the  text  which  I  have  found  in  the 
manuscript  of  Rabbenu  Hananeel.  I  copied  it  literatim.  The  expressions  which 
Eldad  uses,  are  [not]  known  to  us,  etymologically,  on  account  of  our  imperfect 
knowledge  of  the  (Hebrew)  language.  God  in  his  goodness  and  on  account  of 
the  merit  of  our  sacred  fathers,  however,  has  revealed  (for  us)  that  over  which 
we  have  meditated  and  we  have  explained  it.  And  not  in  this  place  only,  but 
in  many  places  of  Eldad's  ritual,  we  have  found  pleasant  original  ways  and  new 
important  interpretations,  (which  are  better)  than  those  of  our  predecessors. 

And  perhaps  He  who  gave  them  (to  us),  will  grant  us  (MS.  vocalises  "p1; 

I  read  p"1)  a  postponement  of  death  because  (the  problems)  are  so  many. 
And  I  request  the  reader  who  wishes  to  understand  me,  to  satisfy  himself 
with  such  an  examination  only  which  is  the  result  of  his  thorough  study  of 
the  subject.  Then  only  will  he  understand  that  which  we  have  brought  to 
light,  if  it  so  please  God." 

si  V.  Gl.  s.  v.  32  v.  Gl.  s.  v. 

33  So  clearly  MS. ;  perhaps  a  fern,  sing.,  based  on  the  regular  plural  nivp 
of  "Vp,  "wall",  or  nomen  unitatis  of  Vp,  "a  piece  of  a  wall".  Go.  p.  XXI  1.  7, 
Fi.,  col.  b.  1.  18  read  mip3;  E.  reads  HTp3  and  emends  mip3. 

3*  V.  Gl.  s.  v. 

35  MS.  ]Un3  or  possibly  \*m;  the  former  being  the  reading  of  Go.  1.  9, 
the  latter  of  Fi.,  1.  21.    St.  p.  300  emends  pins  as  in  §  5,  end,  (s.  note  29 a); 
E.  has  the  far  fetched  emendation  pjj>3  =  313J73,  v.  p.  107  note  14*. 

36  So  Go.  1.  10,  E.  p.  102  no.  6;  MS.  "n'nK1?  -linN1?;  evidently  the  writer 
forgot  to  cross  out  the  first  Tin«^.    He  intended  to  write  nnx1?,  as  is  shown 


nian  D"tB  rrfcn  "jwaTm  Kinn  nip&n  p  nnw 
*iwm  »«in  lints  nrr  rrtm  n'TO  ntajDnm  ^D  mn 


Tnn  wo»i  «sn  nits  ima  Pirn  IDT  roam  inarww  nnt6 

Ta  tsyn^  i»«  iy 

*  »   nsntsi  «in 


by  the  fact  that  in  the  second  nin&6  he  dots  the  superfluous  l,  to  indicate 
deletion. 

37  So  MS..  Fi.  1.  23,  Go.  1.  12,  E.  1.  c.  nBDivn;  St.  1.  c.  nwaTm;  v.  Gl.  s.r. 

38  V.  Gl.  S.  V. 

39  MS.  isrrisn;  the  dot  over  the  *  seems  to  indicate  deletion;  possibly 
Hiph.  l^non  was  intended;  if  isntsn  is  read,  it  must  be  taken  as  Hophal.  v. 
Gl.  s.  v.    Go.  1.  17  I5men  ;  Fi.  1.  29,  E.  1.  c.    (misinformed  by  Neubauer  v. 
Eldad  p.  108  note  17)  erroneously  give  iS'nan  as  reading  of  MS.    The  n  of 

isrr»n  in  MS.  is  indeed  far  from  clear.    It  might  be  taken  for  n  ;  so  St.  I.  c. 
reads  isn'Dn,  the  meaning  of  which  is  doubtful.          *o  MS.  I1?  am.  41  MS. 

p.  103  b—  104a,  introduced  by  the  words:  Ktt  S«^K  Kin  '&  "11  ^x  Ti^K  -n 

nsi.    After  the  quotation  from  Eldad,  Ibn  Gamac  remarks:   $31  r6lp  \>3  «nn 

may  nxnbx  wnn  ]«  •'bj;  n«aya  (Epstein  ^j?i) 


n^n!?K  D«3H«  •'B  ttS^  "?Kp1  .D^p«  n^Kl  i.  c.  in  Hebrew,  more  accurately  than 
E.  p.  102  no.  6:  ^>*K  K^p11  D3DK  ij>»n  nt»  way  Vs-i  lainb  (not  i]Tin,  E.)  noia  m 
pnnni  ii»pn  Ontoa]  nsna  nrpyn  pitaa  n  «w>n»n  o  ]r  ^""Q  ^  n^Vo  nip'j> 
rrn  n«Vna  ]3  oa  noxi  yir  ^«m  -ejiaa  mn  m^yo  m  in«  vi2ib>  DJJB  «sam.  Then 
follows  a  quotation  from  the  rPr6K  D«3H«  (§  36)  and  another  remark  of  Ibn 
Gamac,  (MS.  p.  104  b)  which  reads:  n"?NlpK  -j'jns  (not  nblpN  -jbnNS  E.  p.  103; 

nor  1^3,  Go.  p.  XXI  1.  22)  riTpy  2«3  maj?  2«2^>«  Kin  1«.  Correct  E's  Hebrew 
translation  :  m-'pp  nyty  i^s«  -ij?»n  nt  ^  nois  ntai,  as  follows  m  nan  van  nVxi 
m"pj>  np»  I^>SK  «in  njwn  (c/.  St.  p.  300). 

The  reason  of  «jiaa  mn  riTxy  is  given  in  the  cases  of  iT\n»  (§  2),  nom 
(§  3)  and  nfiian  (§  5),  but  not  in  the  case  of  llp'5?  (§  6).  For  the  meaning  of 
Ikkur  v.  Gl.  s.  v.  For  the  parallels  in  Hal.  Pes.  and  Hal.  Ged.  v.  pp.  53  e<  seg. 
Eldad  and  our  halakic  Codes  agree  that  nip'j?  may  be  caused  by  an  impediment, 
which  hinders  the  animal  in  the  normal  use  of  its  feet.  The  essential  difference 
between  Eldad  and  the  Codes,  however,  lies  in  their  divergent  conceptions  of 
the  nature  of  ~ftp*y.  According  to  Eldad  lip11?  does  not  depend  upon  the 
manner  of  slaughtering  the  animal,  but  upon  the  fact  that  the  animal's  feet 
are  not  free  to  move  about  during  or  after  the  act  of  slaughtering. 
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II. 


p.         tmnan  "'an  42(^3,1)  rwe  'BB  pa  p  JWI,T  «iaw  TBK       §7. 
inrp&  BIB  pKn  b  'as  by  iniK  n"3pn  "pr]»'  TPK  mi  TBQ 
iam  ntwri  n"3.pn  -JD^S^  *m»M  von  **^n^  vV«  B-OD  ni 
rot  foK'  «to  iTipn  'as1?  n^pa  {?«^<i  INTO  iton  nisits 

.nim&n  n«  pp-nn  unas  n»i       §8. 
to  nnp  npa  a«  ,{y«nn  man  ^nna         a. 
to  nnsa  IBP  nnvnia  win  m»  to  lonp  SD 
IK  pK3,  nannn  n«  IKS  nj>n  nsn  DK         b. 
nipD  narra  «V  inKim  iBipaa  *piD  HIB  to  lanpi  asyn 

.Kin  imB  47niB  to  i»np  to 

innnn  niB  to  iBnp  ntyyai  48pn»3  n»yai  nnpn  ppn  "inntra  BKI 

naitwa 


413  P  has  the  following  heading  bypv  pa  ]a  jwin^  npH3i  ne^n 
:  TDB  nwfi^  na^n  mnan  sso  iaan  nwa  "BO 

«  F.  note  1. 

*3  MS.  •'BDl,  but  correctly  'Bo  in  introductory  formula  to  III  §  26. 

*<  MS.  KP,  E.  1S\  D^11  is  preferable,  as  it  is  nearer  to  the  reading  of  MS. 

45  P  in  several  places  erroneously  "p^«T,  but  Piel  •jtov  is  undoubtedly 
intended  by  Eldad,  as  appears  from  §  23  (T-S). 

*«  Added  for  clearness.  *7  Sc.  Dlptt"?  DlpO  uniw  «^». 

48  So  MS.    The  text  is  very  obscure.    The  possible  emendations  are: 
1.  Delete  ppn,  treating  it  as  an  error  of  a  copyist,  who  made  the  correction 
nnpn,  but  failed  to  erase  ppn.  The  difficulty  is  that  nilpn  I2nts>3  is  an  anomal- 
ous expression.     2.  Transfer  the  copula  1  from  ntfjttl  to  onpn,  reading  Dto 
prow  n»j?a  nnpni  ppn  nanwa  and  take  ]ipn  in  the  sense  of  oxyn.    This,  of 
course,  is  still  more  difficult.  3.  Read  "Ol?  instead  of  "ant?:  on  the  supposition 
that  the  latter  is  due  to  the  analogy  with  ian»3  of  §  8d.  nnpn  ppn  12W  OKI  may 
mean:  "If  the  horn  [sc.  of  a  bull]  pierced  the  membrane  [sc.  of  the  brain  of 
another  bull"].   §  8c  seems  to  speak  of  the  goring  of  a  bull,  hence  the  resume 
at  the  beg.  of  §  8d:  njni  nan  »b"\  DSJ;  w*m  "on»3  »b  OKI  referring  back  to 
§  8b,  nnn«  nona  nnaa  i6l  referring  back  to  §  8c.    A  fourth  emendation  is 
suggested  by  Dr.  Ginzberg.    He  would  read:  nnpn  p«i  I2nt?i  DK1,  with  re- 
ference to  §  8b.  beg.:  p«a  nonan  n«  ]«»  nj?n  nan,  although  good  Hebrew 
style — which  Eldad  does  not  write — would  require  pxa  nnpn  ianc>3  DM1, 

49  E.  separates  innnn  from  pTiao  and  explains  innnn  mo  bv  ittnp 
as  nists!?  baia  DN.    §  8a— c  seems  to  speak  of  three  distinct  cases: 

a.  perforation  of  the  meninges, 
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a.mnK  ncrQ  Mnmi  *6i  nyn  ron  K^I  DXJJ  awn  nantw  *6  D 
13  .iwnn  plant?  fty  nnw  nan^i  nn«  rrre  ty  *£>nn  nni« 

BWW  mnn  DKI    ^.m^n  KYI  "^n^noi  mten  twin  rrrr 
mo  to  ianp  ty  «smi  ssniDima  wmrro  it  «JWBI 
57, mo  to  ienp  "anp^p  ^nnn  ,nten  vty  )no  -o 

§9.  a.* * 


b.  fracture  of  the  skull,  in  consequence  of  a  blow,  where,  however,  the 
membrane  is  not  pierced, 

c.  fracture  of  the  skull,  where  the  animal  has  been  gored  and  the  membrane 
is  pierced. 

E.  sees  in  this  section  five  different  cases  which  he  states  (p.  122  note  3),  not 
very  clearly,  as  follows  :  mo  hv  lonp  DX  (i  .^nws  nwjtt  DK  (3.  .ppn  nanw  DN  (» 
«in  D«  (n  .api  \»  pnn  n  »-  D«  (n  .noo^  b>Bii  i2"n  ,innnn  nwjw  icipoa  nm?  I:11** 
.ins  Dipoa  niit^o 

so  Pregnant  for  in«  aipol?  itsipOD.          51  MS.  nma.  ^2  y.  Gl.  s.  v. 

53  Possibly  i»3  is  to  be  supplied,  viz.  ton  rrnibriDi  ni^rn  t?«in  n\T»  ^ 
[^W3],  DlVtyi.  Dl^>tP3  in  the  sense  of  1BO  does  not  occur  elsewhere  in  this  Ritual. 

**    V.  Gl.  8.  V.  55    V.  Gl  8.  V. 

56  V.  Gl.  s.  v.  and  read  t^p.^.tf  or  perhaps  tf^JVBF. 

67  The  text  of  §  8d  is  badly  preserved.  The  following  is  a  mere  attempt 
to  make  it  intelligible,  rmwvw  or  nirrro  nitr'En  tfEnno  jwnn  nsin  D«i 
,1»3[2]  or  [DJ>]  b»[l3]0  D-D3  H10  !?»  IDIIp  !?J?  «S011  (instead  of  MS.  niBimS  J1H3W13  H) 

bv  10-np  (MS.  enp^w,  E.  pi^t?)  p^tyt?  ^nnn,  n^an  vby  (MS.  jno,  E.  in:)  |VD  T 


If  the  reading,  suggested,  is  correct,  Eldad  speaks  here  of  paralysis  of 
central  origin  or  gid,  a  disease  very  common  among  sheep  and  due  to  Taenia 
coenurus  (v.  Miiller's  Veterinary  Surgery,  translated  by  John  A.  "W.  Dollar, 
London  1903  p.  111).  Translate:  "But  if  the  cranium  is  intact  (not  broken), 
the  animal  not  having  been  injured  either  by  the  shepherd  or  by  another 
animal,  but  you  nevertheless  see  the  animal  turning  to  one  side,  you  must 
examine  its  head  after  it  has  been  slaughtered.  If  the  head  (Arachnoid) 
and  its  fluids  are  normal,  the  animal  may  be  eaten.  If,  however,  you  find,  that 
the  brain  is  swarming  with  leek  colored  worms  (parasites,  or,  according  to 
another  interpretation,  given  in  G.  no.  24:  that  the  brain  is  soiled  with 
dirt),  and  there  is  to  be  seen  on  the  meninges  something  that  has  the  appear- 
ance of  meat,  when  cooked  in  water  (fibrinous  exudate,  literally  like  water 
cooked  with  meat)  and  when  you  put  salt  upon  it,  gas  begins  to  generate  on 
the  meninges  (lit.:  the  meninges  begin  to  to  seeth,  bubble),  then  the  animal 
is  not  to  be  eaten". 

So  far  as  I  know,  this  case  of  paralysis  which  is  accurately  observed 
and  described  here,  is  mentioned  nowhere  else  in  rabbinical  literature. 
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am  »NTI  nsna  nn  m  MIMM^  DK  IBN  mvwn  WOT  IN  mn 
DM  i^fiK  ites  pVn  59n»«  «son  OKI  .KYI  nsna  rrraa  pT  nwi  ty 
rrrnao  antn  nion  ty  «s»n  GODKI  ,NVT  nsna  nn  nn  ssgroa^ 

•none  nn  na  ss^ty  n« 
e6»  n«n"?  «ipw  »on       b. 
own  i 


- 

w 


c. 

onnn  pT3  IM  mn 
«I       a. 


nn  )nn  ?inscn  7°)n«    »y  jn« 

«I  sin 


n«i  Kin  Tints  tamn  IDD  83]n^s3  rrn  « 

nnn  sensinii  main  main  ss^i^j;  n^n«  IDS 
niainn 


58  V.  Gl.  s.  v.  59  E.  nnix.  eo  MS.  hy\,  E. 

61  P  uses  the  more  usual  form  )is,  plural   ]*y\&,  n"3ix,  ni3l«,  which  is 
the  Aramaic  N31K  (Hullin  47  a),  while  6r  (v.  §  9d)  and  B  (v.  no.  12)  use  the 
Hebrew  ]ns,  pi.  n^m;  ef.  also  Hal.  Pes.  (p.  143)  rwi  ^tis  *r\v  and  n"«iK^n'n. 

62  p  n-'iBpn  niai«n.  63  p  rnp:n.  s*  p  p^  px< 
65  p  nrpffN-Q.               ee  p  omits  ne-nfi,  v.  Gl.  s.  v. 

e7  P  ami.  es  P  nuiKn.  69  p  ^2100.  7<>  P  p«  "?y  p«. 

71  MS.  in  the  text  man,  on  the  margine  correctly  n^SH;  P  n^Bn. 

72  G  MS.  pn^Kn.  73  P  omits  msnii. 

7*  P  omits  p^'a  «3TD;  tttT'D  of  (r  is  a  substitute  for  Hebrew  "pD,  which 
alone  is  genuine  with  Eldad. 

"  P  \\*b  ]i«  pa  iv~iB3  K1?  n«i.  7e  p  ]OD  npn. 

77  P  DK.  7»  P  omits  "pD.  7»  P  inserts  Kin  after  TI. 

so  p  «in  KH  81  P  lynsnai.  **  P  inx. 

s3  P  an-'va.  84  P  on-ra.  8s  p  t^nay. 

86  p  nnnsnai.  87  P  nijnB  lyifins  K^I.  ss  p  nwn»ai. 

ss  p  o^pan.  9°  P  n-'aixa. 

9i  P  adds  ^K11  K1?!;  G  MS.  p.  125a-125b.  The  quotation  from  Eldad 
is  preceded  in  0-  by  the  following  citation  from  R.  Hananeel  (published,  ia 

part,  by  St.  1.  c.  p.  307 e)  p  p^jm^K  |K3  «i«  nix  n^apa  Kibpa  "?Kp  VT  bsoin  ua-ii 
]a»  ^31  pnoa  *6»  li^nian  bip  ins  npinso  ^XIBX'JKI  Ktsn^tsoi  ^  ibi  pnniKjno^K  jTrrn^x 

va  o-'iiKin  li^niaii  nsntsi  pnoa  K^»  Kin  v»j  nnbn^K  j>»  mnxibx  IK  nipm  niK3  KIK 

5 
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f.  »6"p  "TID  n«nn  DM  ntoan  93t?K  npm  mapn  92)»i«n  9ia 
np*o  rvty  pK  ssareoy  wn«a  IK  "DBIKD  IK  ntyp 


g.njnBai  nn  m  102^^  Bp     ^  nip    loinpim  m&p  JIK  OKI       p. 
none  npnaa  nnn  na  los^o^  [*6]  DKI  .te*n  Tina  n 

^  npm  ]NKn  OKI 


____  -OMI^M  ^>pa  "&\  Kian-ift  ini  ^pnn^M  «in  "B  nb  ppBMiD.  The  Mrufc  (ed.  Venice 
1553  p.  10  b)  s.  v.  *y\H  also  quotes  this  view  of  Hananeel  as  follows:  »hv  n"l  DT'B 
nsno  mna  7"iBD  |ip^i  j«»D«2  ^iw  [read  ^no]  ••ana  I^BW  21  ••BIS  an  n^ap  pnoa 
(according  to  Shittdh  Mekublezet  on  Hullin  46  b)  [IN]  n  *ai  Vj;  it  mpm  OK  p»  ^ai 
nenu  '•wnn  n^cr^n  DJ?  naw«nn.  So  correctly,  not  as  Tosafot  Huttin  I.  c.  s.  v. 
pnoa  !?a«  and  Maadanne  Tom  Tob  ad  loc.  are  quoting  :  IN  ."Pi»n  DJ?  na»«in 
wvbvn  oy  warn. 

The  quotation  from  Eldad  closes,  with  the  following  remark  of  Ibn 

Gamac  (MS.  p.  125b,  E.  p.  103  no.  7)  (not  jw)  ]$\  nxb*  na  njn  D1?  hipb*  «ini 

^*  ^833n  li^ai  ^ipb  naKtrts  ^«3.  Ibn  Gamac  means  to  say  that  there  is  no 
traditional  basis  for  the  view,  set  forth  by  Eldad,  although  it  does  agree 
with  that  of  R.  Hananeel,  in  as  much  as  both  agree  that  if  two  lobes  of  the 
lung  have  grown  together  in  any  way,  the  animal  may  not  be  eaten.  Ibn 
(Jamahs  last  remark  is  perfectly  clear,  any  emendation  would  by  superfluous 
(against  E.  p.  110  note  24). 

9ia  P  DKI.  »2  P  ]i«n.  «  P  repeats  ]i«n  before  n^nan. 

9<  P  inserts  DM  before  "pD.  «  P  inserts  Kin  after  "p. 

96  P  -po  DM.  «7  P  D'Dim. 

98  p  Bnaap,  so  also  in  §  8e  (see  note  85),  either  in  both  places  a  mistake 

for  aitfay,  or  perhaps  Arabic  influence,  cf.  O^^*.  "  P  ~Bie. 

100  p  omits  D^J?1?;  6?  MS.  p.  127  a,  St.  p.  301  h,  E.  p.  103,  8.  The  passage  is 

introduced  by:  ^>Np  nsa  Ml'n  KD  ^pa  •'JKn^M  vb»  ni  and  is  followed  by  this  remark: 

2  1'Ma^M  pKtn^M1?!?  (MS.  npoin  npw)  np-'oan  p  nisK  "ij?o  na  IKIX  HJM  po"i 
mpa  M^K  MOH^DKI  |"a  pa11  D^T.      101  MS.  and  E.  nen.     102  MS.  ntwsw,  E. 
»os  MS.  and  E.  «^n  nsno  npnaa  nnn  na  mvt  DHL  E.  supplies  [npisi  N'JI] 
after  np^aa.    The  reading  of  the  text  seems  simpler. 

»04  G  MS.  p.  129b  (E.  p.  104,  9),  introduced  by  the  words  'aMtVK  bp:  "Bl 

and  followed  by  the  remark:  (MS.  ManD)  naviD  ty  ohi  npm  nbip  M&  ]M  ]o:  ]nai 

KtsmnM  "B  f^BinV«i  y»M»^M  oan  ••&  Miinnn  Mp*  KO  nrnM^B.  "We  mean  that 
when  he  uses  npm  instead  of  nano,  he  merely  follows  his  habit  which  cor- 
roborates our  assertion  concerning  the  doctrine  of  belching  and  suppuration 
in  either  of  them  (i.  e.  in  the  heart  or  the  lung)".  I  do  not  have,  at  hand, 

the  passages  of  the  MS.,  to  which  Ibn  Gamac  refers.    *LisA.  (v.  Lane  8.  v.) 

yf+ 
is  probably  the  condition,  described  in  Huttin  46  b  as  Ktfllfcn  ntm;  Jp-*a.j,  or 

*'  •> 
more  clearly  ,j**)\,  said  of  the  flowing  of  thick,  purulent  matter  (v.  Lane  s.  v.) 
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p.na^pn  aip^i  BBmn  naipi  on  no  ito  a^api  io4« §10. 

los.n^n  aip^i  n<pnn  iapi  men  napi 

IHKI  p!?  THK  p£5D  lo^ipso  ^i»  "eta^m  Ninn  BBmn  naipi       §11. 
tano  n^3K  IK  ^p  rr^aiNo  p^  Kin  TOK  loai^nnnn  api  DK  ,DVTN 
-nteN  i^pnn  n^trvn  pa  IK  pn  DJ;  n^aat  n^aN  IN  tola 
psc  pa 


nnn  mr  «i  n«snn  niii«  pa  mpn  api  D«I       §12. 

,nsn& 
p:  n«i       §13. 


may  refer  to  the  Tahnudic  «"?J1D;  c/:  Hullin  55 b  blDBl  n&r-O 
K^133,  and  ib.  48  a  1»3  D^t  D'ts  ,'1B  K^ilD  «^tt.    §  9h  is  missing  in  P. 

i04»  The  beginning  of  §  10  is  missing.  It  must  have  read  in  substance, 
that,  if  certain  organs  are  perforated,  the  animal  is  nsia. 

io5  cf.  Mishnah  Hullin  42  a  s^n  sp^i  ,ma  bv  nnp 

pnn  i3p"2  man  nsp^  nspn  mp-'i n3p^a 

psi»  nioisn  rrni  ooan  ....  nsp^aty  n^^sn.  It  will  be  observed  that  all 
the  pierced  organs,  mentioned  in  the  Mishnah  (an  no  lb«  Q^pi),  are  enumer- 
ated by  Eldad  in  §  10  with  the  exception  of  mo  hw  onp  sp'i  and  n3p>'3»  rwin. 
These  are  omitted  because  they  had  already  been  treated  at  length  in  §§  8 
and  9.  In  B,  however,  only  HID  hw  mip  ilp^i  is  omitted  from  the  enumeration 
(v.  B  no.  8),  this  case  being  the  only  one,  treated  earlier  (viz.  in  no.  7).  D"On 
n3p'3»  jv^aan  and  yin^>  np-at»  mown  n^ai  DDttn,  of  the  Mishnah,  designating 
parts  of  the  stomach  (v.  Lewysohn,  Zoologie  §  62),  are  here  referred  to 
collectively  in  HTpn  rop^a  (assuming  this  reading  to  be  correct,  v.  infra).  E., 
supposing  that  Eldad  wishes  to  enumerate  at  this  point  all  the  niaiB,  con- 
cludes that  the  enumeration  in  §  10  is  very  incomplete  (p.  92  note  12).  In 
this  he  is  mistaken ;  Eldad  treats  here  only  cases  of  pierced  organs  (D'Opa). 

In  spite  of  the  striking  coincidence  of  the  phrases  mon  ri3p'3  mpn  nip"1! 
Vpin  •np-'a  of  the  Mishnah  and  D'pnn  npa  man  nspa  nTpn  iip'a  of  this  Eitual, 
'napn  31p^a  and  not  ns^pn  is,  in  my  opinion,  the  original  reading.  In  support 
of  this  view  I  call  attention  to  the  following:  1.  B  no.  8  has  after  fcunn  anp  ip^a 
the  parallel  expression  ntrin  s&33  ^3  niilin  nip^a,  substituting,  as  usual,  myu 
for  nap  (v.  B  note  21);  2.  B  likewise  omits  n3"pn  nnpa,  although  it  actually 
has  fpnn  upa,  men  n3p3.  3.  In  A  itself  the  discussion  of  Btwn  rnip3  (§  11)  is 
immediately  followed  by  that  of  n3pn  roip3  (§  12). 

"6  E.  unnecessarily  emends  BWin^.  IOT  v.  Gl.  s.  v. 

IDS  Probably  an  analogous  form  to  ''SIb'lX  (end  of  §11).  Or  is  it  possible 

that  the  writer  should  be  influenced  by  the  Arabic  ( 
109  V.  Gl.  s.  v.  110  MS.  n3in;  E.  suggests 

111  E.  emends  ynm,  since  py  is  masculine. 

112  MS.  wtnn,  E.  u3  MS.  Ti;n,  E. 

5* 
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DTI  pwno  N:T  DK  nnw  nnsn  pw  maa 
1100  »"«jr  115BW  a«i  Kin  TBO  w^an 
§u.  n 

»»D»  naun  "6bmnv  ty  teai  men  i»«  n^on  p  tei  man  napi 
n^an  moiD  inion  nuuw  DK  .nsna  Tins'?  UBO  ^jrroy  TV  12  api 
to  isn  -o  .^K^I  Kin  -wa  -m«^  KSinm  moa  api  n«so:  n«i  .nsnts 
§15.  .«BW  «sn  n^in  "8m«  ^  iswa  nona 

^  iTn  *6i  n«nn  p«b  pm  )&nn  rrn  pnnV  IT  HSD^D^  DKI 

rn  w  «o(?)n^ni  nsnn  nn^n  w  IT  0^2^  mpo 


»"  7.  Gl.  s.w.  tu  7.  Gl.  s.  v. 

"6  MS.  «ri,  E. 

nea  Eldad  speaks  here  of  a  swelling  of  the  heart,  due  to  traumatic  peri- 
carditis. He  distinguishes  between  a  simple  or  serous  pericarditis  on  the  one 
hand  (w«an  K*?I  DTiiro  n^irrc  D^O  ]'n»nD  ws11  DK,  "If  there  come  forth  from  the 
swelling  [tumor]  lightcolored  [strawcolored],  thin  liquid,  having  no  odor", 
v.  Gl.  s.  vv.  nos.  15  and  39)  and  purulent  pericarditis  on  the  other  (Bflsn  DX 
'131  BP«an  »h  DNT  W«an  1300  «S\  "If  there  come  forth  matter  [pus],  whether 
it  be  odorless  or  not"). 

it«b  MS.  nasn  mn^n,  but  correctly  in  §  19  naan  mnv. 

117  Neither  the  context  nor  the  pathological  condition,  described  in  §  14 
beg.,  enables  us  to  determine,  whether  iMn  rnnv  means  "the  caudate  lobe  of 
the  liver",   as  Moore   (in  Noeldeke's  Orientalische  Studien  vol.  II  pp.  761) 
would  interpret  this  term  in  the  Bible  and  in  Rabbinic  literature,  or  whether 
it  means  "the  lesser  omentum  of  the  peritoneum"  (reticulum  jecoris),  as  the 
Vulgate   and   some  commentators  would  have  it  (v.  Hoffmann,  Das  Buch 
Leviticus,  I.  p.  165).    Either  interpretation  is  anatomically  possible.    The 
context,  in  which  123H  niJlV  recurs  later,  in  §  19,  does  not  throw  any  light 
on  the  question,  since  there,  too,  either  interpretation  is  admissible.    The  real 
difficulty  in  our  §  14  beg.,  however,  lies  in  the  obscurity  of  the  relation  of 
the  passage  linx^  13DD  ^PTB?  nj?  12  2p3  DK  in  its  context.    It  seems  that  in 
these  words  the  condition  already  described,  is  again  repeated  by  way  of 
resume.  E.  rightly  supplies  U"n  before  DK1.  In  this  sense  I  venture  to  translate 
the  passage  as  follows:  "If  the  gall-bladder  is  pierced  so  that  it  drops  the  liquid 
contained  therein    upon  the  caudate  lobe  of  the  liver  (or  upon  the  lesser 
omentum) — [now,  I  repeat],  if  there  is  a  hole  in  the  gall-bladder  so  that  the 
liquid  flows  back  through  it — then  the  animal  may  not  be  eaten."    The  con- 
dition, thus  described,  would  be  biliary  fistttla. 

The  second  case,  mentioned  in  §  14  ("iBDn  nions  inioi  nantw  DK),  is  a 
case  of  cholecystitis.  This  likewise  makes  the  animal  unfit  for  food.  The  third 
case  (inK^i  «B*\nm  mna  3pJ  n«SB3  ON)  is  the  case  of  an  animal  in  which  the 
gall-bladder  had  been  pierced,  but  the  perforation  had  been  healed. 

118  MS.  n»m  bv  iaiJ2  DIK  bv  IBU  "D.  1J9  MS.  DJ3\ 

J20  MS.  ^nan.  E's  emendation  n^na  is  given  in  the  text  for  want  of  a 
better  one. 
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DP  rrn  *6  n«  n«Yi  IBITB  pn  nniN  nny  jsnn  tot  JBHB 
mwa  ngfan  vn  DNI  .TBD  royfcn  ^«  ntmn  npian  row  «^i 
na  *8t?fcpi  nnian  mntPi  *6  n«nn  DNI   .NTI  nsne  rwn  roaa 

•^w  Kin  nina  nnn 
DK  ^KBPB  "iffy  a'aen  ]^'o  n-it?y  pto?  i^«n  niy^jm       §  ie. 


isoon 

.ton  ntya  nwa 

3  win  «^  iVwn  my^sn  nTaaf       §17. 
nsyn  na^i  OKI  «m»a  nao^i  naonKe  nsits 
4^3^  |*«^  «m*  nsits 

nion}»rn  natyi  K^I  inro  aipea  |  jasyn  nnnjai  nana    x  nma  nana 

nanani  nannm  K^I  rraipaa 


nana  nnai  n«i       §is. 

rm^n  Birr 
nynn  nnw  t38na\n  ^>pon  n«i   i",te«^  «in  -nnB  »»«"]nni  | 

i»«niarwi  iss.Trwn  Bin  inro  j  {«^i  a^inan  139nnii  p«a  IK 
13913  D«I  [  i38.^i  «in  iino  laipaa  naiy  «'m{T»n|  Bin 
"3  Kin  142ntn  rm*»n  ina*"    "inm  »5rm»n  tain 


121  -JDD  an  "adhesion",  cf.  §  9e  (6r  and  P):  ]H*  nwieo  niaopn  D'Jlwn  OKI 
'121  ]tW  ^J?.    E's  emendation  "JID  is  unnecessary. 

122  MS.  bxwm  'tai  )"D'ID  'n,  E. 

I22a  Here  begins  T-S.  Loan  110,  p.  1  recto. 

123  p  ODJI.  12*  P  omits  fcio  «bi  Kin. 

125  p  n»B3;  the  meaning  of  the  phrase  is:  as  long  as  the  animal  is  able  to 
raise  itself  without  any  assistance,  cf.  Shabbat  94  a,  1»SJ?  n«  «»13  '•n; 

i'6  p  omits  nit3J?ni.  127  p  nao.  128  p  omits 

no  p  ^nm.  "o  p  omits  bsKn  H^I  «sn. 

isi  T-S  rPinin  in  two  places  (see  following  note),  but  D^n&n  in  the 
third  place. 

132  T-S  rpanrcfc.  133  p  inien»i.  134  p  Omits  ip^i. 

135  P  mi»n  in  three  places,  but  twice  mnw  in  the  same  §  18. 

136  p  omits  "jnm  «^>1,  but  inserts  l»lptt2  after  noij?- 

137  p  Kin  -W3.  iss  p  nan.  139  P  «nnn. 

140  p  iNxen. 

141  P  ^ni  *6l  1D1J?  which  destroys  the  sense  of  the  whole  passage. 

142  P  omits  ntn  nm»n  ipna\ 

143  Kin  is  not  expected,  in  fact  it  is  somewhat  out  of  place  here.  Possibly 
Kin  is  a  scribal  error  for  Kinn,  a  substitute  for  ntn,  either  being  correct. 
Note  that  P  also  has  Kin  (»Kin  ]D  Kin  -jnm  K"?I). 
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Kin*}  nine  *)ron  n"ty  hx  vvnn  p  "pro  DK  |  {m»*n*syn}  ^K  iwnn 
T,nm  oipa  t4sn>««a  |  rrayn  ^K  iron  p  DKI  "4fcj{*m 
i  !?K  ;rrayn  »wnnn  DKI    "OsKn  »b\ 


§19.  isirirnn  p  IK  nisiyn  p  IK  |  ]K*n  p  IK  ipan  p 

DK  |  Kin  nina  DK  i^niKi1?  i*»pna'  Kin  nea  OHM  si»  nn 


n^on  "jBiTi  T|*I*KO}  ny 

{OKI  |  nano  DiTay  "2100}^  DK  iwnBnm  ^aa  onaan  Ii 
nnK  DKI  »K^  Kin  -n}n&  {nnK}  IK^I  inK  ™*sw  OKI  nsnts 
mn  rpiT  *)m  »««^«  onaa  165<iiK'  is*v{iT 
^  "j3^  Tjasn  nifoa  {n»jr>}i  |  {naan  mnr 
»  .  D^E'  |  |*oH33n  r»w  DKI  ^K^I*  Kin  nino}  nnK  iron 

^»^  nsnn  .  .  .  iw(?)nnn 
K^I  "ip^v  ^3  |  Tjasn  n^o:  DKI 
Kin  i73-iintD  |  nnan  nKso  nenp  IK  »«rrn3 
§20.  J76n^3  DK  1^3}  Kjsjai  K^»I  ip3n  p  IK  }«sn  p  i7*m«  ant?  DKI       T-S,P,Q 
iw  18°VK  i^  i7««in  iw  DK  t'sniKn1?  piin 
nnioa  ms  «sof^K*|  T^^  |  me  DKI  Kinn  ova 

^K  |  ^K   DKI   ini&D    U*W    na    ^K  DMJJ  Hi   DKI  ini»3   ^  h»  bty  DKI 

DKI  nnioa  nry  ^»K  isznrjr  DKI  inios  »«n  ^K  »«n  DKI  inioa  ^K 


i43»  p  QSyn.   E.  emends  nspn.  "*  P  omits  "?Dtn  Kin. 

"s  P  nt  'M.  KB  P  omits  ^>2Kn  K!?I.  »*'  F.  Gl.  s.  v. 

148  P  omits  the  entire  concluding  phrase  from  nvflnn  DKl. 

»*9  P  DKI.  «o  P  inserts  DIN  after  Bn». 

"i  P  nisij>n  p  IK  nvnn  p  IK.  u*  P  Kxoai. 

153  p  p^\  154  p  omits  niKI1?.  J55  P  *b  i«  D'3»3  Kin  DK. 


159  p  n»mn.  ieo  p  Dnn.  iei  p  omits  Kinn. 

162  p  1Da-.         163  p  DOV         164  p  «n\ 
165  P  Drr.3ff.          166  P  ^«.          167  p  KBp^. 

168  One  letter  after  D'JW  and  two  or  three  letters  after  Dnn  are  illegible; 
the  meaning  of  the  passage  is  obscure. 

!«»  In  P  the  whole  passage,  beginning  with  Dn23  11KBP  OKI  ^2K'l  etc.  is 
missing. 

no  p  omits  ^3Kf1  K^l  KM.  "i  p  1t<.  172  p  m3. 

ns  p  -IBO.  174  p  omits  ^ax-i  «w.  ITS  p  enw  D^K. 

176  p  K^13  (Responsum  K^a). 

*77  0  substitutes  the  short  phrase  nnK  K^K  ]'K  DKI  for  the  whole  passage 
from  the  beginning. 

»78  p  omit8  nuirb.  «•  P  omits  Kin. 

isi  P  omits  iniD3.  »82  MS.  nty. 
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nvraen  ^n^mntp  ^npM  iwnnraa  nVrn    "?« 
*pa   isoriv^n  I  w  «»im  inam 


njnwn  nynjn  &to|   »«^DJW  Kin 
»6,T^3  KSIS>I  D«I  i»s  j  bzfxn 
202-nna  npna  vty  201^  wontjnjD  i«       {ns  mop 


IN  mn 


"s  p  shortens  to  nVo  menan  !?3  pi  after  nnito  nns  bsx.  There  can  be  no 
doubt,  however,  that  T-S  contains  the  original  reading,  for,  in  the  first  place, 
the  diffuseness  of  style  is  quite  in  keeping  with  that  of  Eldad  and  in  the  second 
place  the  Responsum  has  still  preserved  a  part  of  the  enumeration  (cf.  B  no.  14: 
iwj^  liny,  -n^  na,  ^yh  !?jy).  G  omits  the  whole  passage  between  nn«  n"!?3 
and  np"i. 

is*  G  np\  »85  G  nr!?3. 

J8«  G  namt>  instead  of  nenar,  nnxen.  »87  (j  ^n^  for  ten  nw«. 

188  G  inonaa.  18»  G  D"»M.  »o  6?  omits  nv!?3n  ^nw. 

!92  P  omits  the  second  D'ltKtt  *)33  n^arn.  This,  although  it  is  intelligible, 
as  it  stands,  may  be  a  mere  dittography;  G,  to  make  the  text  clearer  has  the 
paraphrastic  words  n"i»  ^33  nn«n  D'1»>I1  after  D^t«fi  *p. 

193  p  omits  K^n.  »«*  P  hnoip  nnxn. 

195  y.S  MS.  in  both  places  D"JB7i  against  P,  (r  (D^n^n). 

«•  P,  6?  omit  ^>3«M  «in.  197  G  ni33D. 

198  P,  <?  omit  ba«n  «^i  ton.  199  ^  omits  n"^  xso11  o«i. 

2o°  G  substitutes  I^&N  for  1H  ^Tinr. 

201  P  ••«;  G  omits  rip-Hi  v'jy  VK.  2°*  P  n»3. 

203  P,  G  omit  ^3K'1  NW;  G,  MS.  p.  149  a-b  (E.  p.  104,  10),  intro- 
duced by  the  phrase  "?Kp£>  ''JKI^N  T^K  n  «D«1  and  followed  by  the  remark  snm 
»3nay  n^l  blp.  Ibn  dama'  does  not  quote  literally  here;  he  gives  merely  a 
condensed  paraphrase  of  the  original.  He  even  departs  from  the  arrangement 
of  his  original,  quoting  the  second  case  of  abnormities  in  the  kidneys  before 
the  first:  "i3i  nvVs  Tiff  np11  nriK  N^K  ]**  DXI  lino  n»nj?3  I^B«  niop  nrw  nbni  nn«. 

2«<  P  "joa.  205  1"?3. 

506  There  is  room  for  one  or  two  words  in  the  lacuna.  I  am,  however, 
unable  to  restore  them. 

Jo?  p  omits  'jssn  Kin.     Jo8  P  wpiVa.  V.  Gl.  s.  v.     209  P  omits  b3Nn  «^i  X"n. 

21o  Reading  in  T-S  uncertain;  P  -IBO. 

11  oa  T-S  Loan  110  p.  1  verso.  211  V.  Gl.  s.  v. 

212  P  nsrcai.  21ja  P  omits  u.  213  V.  Gl.  s.  v. 

214  p  ^n»n;  there  follows  in  P  a  mere  dittography  of  »nn  102  13  XSDi  IX 

,  which  E.  failed  to  recognize  as  such. 
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215nnnnB 

KM  HB-IB  2ie;np:i  IK  ra'pa  IN  n^y&a  vmnsn 
6i  KM  nana  mn 

t  TIKI  *«jHya  "I{P}K  |  mpen  nMt  IN  pNn  n«T 
222-nntj 


«nn  n»«  msnn      |  onciK  rn   ,)u  p 
pa  p  yanrr  ^s'li^n  imn  |  on1?  ^n^s  n:tr  s^on  "itr«  ny  KM 

,-rnn 

y  by  map 
liaa  wvrv  z»»«     232^  p         -mr  |  uaa    ni  Kin{^  njpa 

ion  n«  23jb^t,(T 
ny  fen  2»«»{ttBB|  |  nasp 


inw  24on:n  2»»?na  wn  IK 


2U» 

us  P  nnnna.    nnnns  is  an  archaism  for  nnns,  cf.  §  13:  a'jn  ^  K»D^  DM 
nni«  nnsn  ^nw  m»3  nSn.    F.  also  p.  15  note  57. 
2«a  P  w.  2»6  P  nypa  i«  aipa  w. 

2"  P  omits  'jsKn  «^»i  ton. 

2»s  P  omits  the  entire  clause,  beginning  with  Din  niB3  KXB"  DKl. 
an  p  yi23;  E.  suggests  jnu.  220  p  Ksirin. 

221  T-S  omits  DT  222  p  i»3. 

223  P  omitS  taKM  HW.  224   p  12p3.  225   P  21p1. 

2253  p  ,-pm;   T-/S,  P  have  »"?  before  Kin,  which  makes  the  passage  un- 
intelligible.   Eldad  clearly  refers  to  m&  (§  14)  as  a  parallel  case,  which  reads  : 


;  c/1  note  118. 

226b  p  12pi3_  226 

»26*  So  P.   E.  emends  nwan;  if  so,  emend  further  nea  (T-5)  to  nea  (P). 

227  p  -.BO.  227a  p  nDn3.  a27b  in  y.^f  written  above  K\n. 

228  p  omits  K'n.  229  p  no>?.  sso  p  W1K. 

23t  T.S  twice  n«n,  usually  n^n.  232  T-S  npan.  232*  p  fa 

J32b  p  i^-p.  233   P  BinW^.  234 

>»«»  P  H3DD.  238  P  uip  HK.  236  p 

237  p  OIDI.    As  the  manuscript  does  not  distinguish  between  T  and  1, 
either  reading,  D1DT  or  D1D1  ,  is  possible  in  T-S.     V.,  however,  Gl.  s.  v.  Dion. 

238  T-S  nj^>.    nj^l11*,  may  be  a  scribal  error  for  nty",  "mountain  goat" 
(Prow.  V,  19). 

23sa  The  lacuna  must  have  contained  the  name  of  one  or  two  animals. 
P  omits  this  series  of  animals  and  proceeds  from  ]Bp  D1D1  directly  to  ttTi  IK. 

239  P  omits  tona.  240  p  nii. 
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461*  wee  WTO*}  |  iBtei  24i{jN3jn  <jm  wa  liee 
HTI*}    ton  nit?  DM  •  ny  ^33  iBn«6  inie  «inn 

243QHD  TB3H  Oil    D^nn  inflBVei242 

KVJ  nffin  me  S^DK  ,{ny  ^  IBHIB^  im»  «inn  DTO  mi 
liee  {nn^jei  foynn  wai  ^nji  |  -I^BJD  rrtjy  246*831*} 

Vi  ovn 


251 


pi  onyn  ^y  wn  pi 


259,  t  .  ,  4  ,  nnn|s  inn  nnvn  nian    i  |  nw  {D«I|        §24. 
new    iBnw      rt«  HT  ro  iitn1? 

n« 


rn 

tr 

-DOT  n«  272^St^  |  DIB  injwj  D^IB}  vn  DK  271^33 


«4    P  JSS. 

J42  There  is  room  for  one  or  two  more  words  in  the  lacuna. 
2*3  p  omits  the  entire  passage  from  "iniO  Kinn  {*f?Jyn  bma  «!?1*|   to  ^2« 
|*^wn*|.  For  this  reason  the  text  of  P  has  heretofore  been  unintelligible. 
2"  P  omits  iwn.  245  p  OKI. 

246  Supplied  on  the  basis  of  E's  emendation  of  *bl  (P)  to  831. 

247  P  omitS  HI.  S*8   P  H^DS.  249  P  -^l. 

249*  p  IBK.  250  p  omits  ernn.  251  So  P. 

252   P  omits  O'tr.  253   P  l^n.  J54  P  K^». 

25s  P  -m». 

256  E.  would  omit  m^l;  but  the  words  rmyrut?  inw1?  are  equally  super- 
fluous. The  whole  phrase  may  be  retained  as  a  somewhat  prolific  repetition 
of  the  condition  stated.  257  T-S  nwivh,  P  iane6. 

258  p  n^mn.  259  There  is  space  for  one  word  more. 

260  p  -uffn  Via'  »h^  26t  p  ^3\  262  p  nn«. 

263  y.s  nn»a,  P  omits  mt»3  n«  bi3«^.  264  p 

265  p  «n^.  266  p  n^sn.  257 

268  p  jianw.  269  -P  r38'10'1- 

270  Space  for  one  word  more,  possibly  D^TlSi  or 

271  P  inserts  ^VU  after  H1D3. 

272  JL^  -jny^  p  -jip\    In  spite  of  this  coincidence  there  can  be  no  doubt 
that  "pat?11  is  to  be  read;  cf.  the  parallel  passage  §  6  ibn  Din  "potr  Dial. 

273  p  pN1?.  274  p  ffsnrn;  v.  Gl.  ».  t>.  eoin. 
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pMn  ^3  ^s  by  awn  T»K  nan}  an 


13  Ksai  DM  >3«  .nt?3  vnp  TOWi  ON  279fi«  ,Tfltwi  Bin  in 

.nsna  nniia  nni  IN  -nap 
§25.  *)nan  to  DH-Q  IK  o-OYn  to  i^ro  wopa^  toia  ^s:  -IIP  DM 
1M3  28i/pty  on  toiir  paa  TOM^I  mo11  K^^V  zsoari^nm 
nn1?  jrw  VTo^n  p«o  rm  vVy  itojri  p:  p 


rwo 
n»a  DHIM  top  .^mri  BsBn  yntsi  nn«i  112^  ^si  nnx 

rrn  toe»n  ins  is  n^yo^  nsn  po\n  nsm 
.vnnn  nisiDD  vbiii  VTI  nee^e  fa^ni  n^»Vo  tootrn  ITS 
IM  mro^  rrn  D^iyn  )»  is  2ssnt  ^K^  vifii  WMI  lian  wa  nnis 
?yms  liniK  toip  nn«  m  hy  ib  ***ra*t  ?umb  w  )is^  IM 
pn   .intent?  nfeiDB  assK^j  ^  nr  ^b  tDW  IP«  ^>D  ^  unb 
law  nn«  «m  .JIBS^  n^inntro  vn  286Dnn  ova  wan  toip^  vnt? 
nnton    T>        mis  DHPI  'it?  n^Bna  nawn  no«  ntoro  r 


27«  p  ^p-na.  J77  p  inBWB-'tf.    Here  ends  T-S  Loan  110  p.  1  verso. 

278  MS.  nna  row. 

J79  The  text  has  ^2K,  which  destroys  the  continuity  of  the  sentence. 
Evidently  the  copyist  was  misled  by  the  ^«,  which  occurs  four  words  later. 

280  MS.  jnen,  E.  asoa  Probably  with  omission  of  the  «  =•  INTDni. 

281  Subj.  of  vbj?  on  is  napii. 

'82  To  harmonize  the  Halakah  of  §  25  with  the  Halakah  of  §  24  we 
must  here  suppose  that  the  ill  is  full  of  water,  in  order  to  make  this  cor- 
respond to  the  ^ni  into  which  the  ox  sank.  Another  solution  is  offered  by  E. 
(p.  125  note  27).  He  takes  the  words  itta  Binw^  in  the  sense  of  D'DHWW  102 
•naa,  and  he  adds  by  way  of  explanation  1133  Binc6  vnn  onp»  p'D  na  "3. 

282a  For  the  elliptic  use  of  1?  see  p.  32. 

283  MS.  m  ^K,  E  nfK  ^>K.    The  emendation  in  the  text  is  based  upon  the 
IX  Mt  '«b,  which  occurs  three  lines  below. 

284  MS.  131,  E. 

285  E.  reads  nViDB  KSfiJ  IS  nt  "«^  and  explains  (p.  125  note  29)  IX  ^23 


i8«  MS.  lanes  nnn  n^a  htrar  vn»  \on. 

287  Lev.  I,  11.  Our  paragraph  is  incomplete,  for  the  decision  in  the 
Halakic  question  submitted  to  Joshua  or  Moses,  is  not  given.  The  infor- 
mation at  the  end,  however,  forms  a  very  appropriate  transition  to  the  third 
Part  of  this  Ritual.  In  the  absence  of  a  parallel  text,  this  fact  alone,  that  no 
Halakah  is  given,  does  not  seem  sufficient  warrant  for  the  conclusion  that 
the  text  in  its  present  form  is  corrupt  or  that  it  has  been  shortened. 
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III. 


trniain  ^SD  rwD  ^so  pi  p  ypirr  assuri  ID«       §26. 
p  IN  moron  p  nnin  mw  nmw  BWI  ^>*nt^  to  ro&  to 
pto  an«  DK  ^jnan  ma  woneto  ly&t?  ^NI   289.«in  ^JB  nvnn 
nn«  DM  iarwi  aiyo  p«  ^«  na^iwa  iisn  tnpn  p 
anpro  Dim  293Dn«  DKI  zQaprwob  iarw]  mack  »ipni 

anpm   i  294 


rn  naron  ^  «in  p  pip  \by  n^npe 
anpo  ^«i^^ 


nt 

.«in  mta  aiian  ntn 


any 
jnt 


288  y.  note  1. 

289  M  (continued  from  note  2):  MS.  ^3)  nD'nw  tDinws»  mo  73 
«in  ^ID  (JJfS.  e\i?3  ^a  n^na 

fe«s  «^.  Tte  words  ^K*W  ^)»  which  Jkf  omits,  may  be  part  of  the  original 
text.  Similarly  e\1J>  18  and  ^K11  «b  of  Af  may  be  original,  although  they  are 
missing  in  P. 

290  MS.  nnato,  E.  291  MS.  nnse,  E.  292  E. 
293  MS.  nn83.               294  MS.  pass. 

295  Perhaps  to  be  emended  into.  296  MS.  naiya^,  E. 

297  E.  unnecessarily  emends  "pJ>D1. 

298  The  words  mtB  DD^IB1?  fnjp  ^l  which  sound  like  a  quotation  (?),  are 
unintelligible  in  their  present  place  and  form  and  disturb  the  context.   E.  sug- 
gests the  reading  of  T"\W,  with  reference  to  BeraJcotoSa,  which  seems  to  form 
the  basis  of  our  passage :  mton  2Ti3n  n^  3TP1  8'1iy  v\»  xa1?!  un^t»  bj;  T>i8fin 
"\  -]nb»2  D"DI  nittsa  nns  'n  ^*h  n»s  ]n^t?n  n»  ^x  im"i  a^nsi  niaj  niox  vnhv  Y9 
lanbw  v»3j?i  ^8nws  hy  IBDD  nnto  n^p  p"»n3,iy  pt  bs  in^nn  ^ONT  -njj|?8  "11  'anv 
i^y  -\B3»  nn«  bv.  2"  MS.  nnteni,  E. 

300  E.  301  MS.  inaipi,  E.  302  Ee.  XLI,  22. 

303  MS.  IQWIP  and  13S"»,  but  in  all  the  following  verbs  the  singular 
forms  are  used;  likewise  in  M,  which  reads:   b»  rti&V  1J?  Bin»'  (MS.  »b)  81?! 
.  omits  Kin)  8in  ^UB  nsna  8^2  taints'1'  D«1  (MS.  nbann)  nban  nipo^  »nipn 
nnin  8^»  D8i  ^>iiB  -nio  vby  [n-n]  8^1  on»  o«i  "?UB  niny 

11D8  ^38  ^1 
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iy  wrwb  b  VK  3<>*feK  [Kim]  ivaa  at?v  Kin  OKI  . 

D-JK  ^  inyn  rvrw  ffpan  Kvin  ne^rwn  ^  ,ifeK  ^ 
nfeKi  D'a^t?  nnan  'i»  it?aa  KM  nnatrn  SD  nap  ia^>  nvri 
OKI  navwn  by  "pa^  TK  jnv  rvrp  '^b  3<>77n^K  v''  ^  nnat?i 

i«  ntron 


vn 

vn  K^I  nioniy  ma  msnsn  nK  »ioppa»  vn  n^nsn  T 
DV  n^^o  ny  Van  ainty^  imo  n^aK^  ^K  .]anpn  nya  DK 


§27.nona  nai  .miiwa  nana  IT    y  Kian  s^nas    KI»    enwn 
nonan  DK  ,BW»S  )n»  nt  '«  3i2»ta^Kn  sity  n1?  tr»  nena 

^i»  o^Kia  Tiim  n^tr  n^Kia  nynn 
nonan 


DKI  .jvn  va^n  t^Ki     «  ms^t  Birw^i  70*1  nns  orpi» 
DKI    .feKn  *6  [KNI]  noie  316n^tsyn  IK  jvty 
IK  iniK  3i6aD-u  ^nnnn  V«a»n  DKI  .Kin  itra  pina  ]v 
oin^n  n  nna^  317rasn  t^Kna  nyv  Kin  DK  feK  . 
nyT  Kin  DK  feK  sis.^^  ^  by  ^  ^  ^natr  v>*  'i» 

nrlapn  nat 


nynni  >Kat?  »«ii  vo11  t^Kn  D^KI  "i»  32in   ^^  nana  ' 


so*  MS.  ^«n  JV33.  305  MS.  wsmv,  E.  soe  y.  Gl.  s.  v. 

307  Deut.  XXVH,  7.    C/".  Pesahim  109  a.      sos  j;xod.  XXH,  19.      309  E. 

310  MS.  ]npn».  3i  t  j)^.  xil,  15.  an  MS.  n^3«D. 

31  2*  C/l  Tar  gum  Pseudo-Jonathan  on  DewJ.  XVIE,  7,  Menahot  37  a. 

3»3  MS.  B"n»\  3i4  7.  Gl.  s.  v. 

315  Probably  to  be  read  DVi,  Piel. 

sie  MS.  WD'cyn  and  e'eyn.  3n  MS.  nn«,  E. 

»»8  P«.  CXXI,  5.  sis  Exod.  XV,  6.  sso  p«.  XCI,  7. 

321  MS.  ^,  E. 

sjia  The  ritual  distinction,  drawn  between  the  left  and  the  right  side 
and  the  preference  given  to  the  former  over  the  latter,  which  is  unexplicable 
to  Epstein  (p.  125  note  28),  is  closely  connected  with  the  mooncult  or  the 
mooncycle.  (Of.  A.  Jeremias,  Das  Alte  Testament  im  Lichte  des  Alien  Orients*, 
Leipzig  1906,  pp.  29  et  seq.).  In  ihe  mooncult  the  West  is  considered  as 
Kiblah.  In  accordance  with  this  Kiblah  the  Temple  in  Jerusalem  was  con- 
structed. Even  as  late  as  R.  Joshua  ben  Levi,  who  lived  in  the  first  half  of 
the  third  century  (C.  E.)  it  was  believed  that  the  Shekinah  was  in  the  "West 
(B.  Batra  25  b)  and  the  'Onya  *?ni3  was  generally  considered  in  the  Midrash 
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§  28. 


322  p      ;ptpn  rwwi    nn  ns 
svr\  *6  msp  MTI  DM  ^>3« 
324  m^r  nans  OKI  ,nao  s^n^ra  rrrw  *iy  "3  ntrna6  -irn» 


robim  HOM  ^o»  nian  «sn  DNI       §29. 

nnn  V« 
pnan  rmy  n« 

n  DNT  .nsno  o^ann  ^M  nsyn  nnna  yoion  D«I  .HB-IBJ  ^13  itrna 

ntn 


as  the  permanent  dwelling  place  of  the  Shekinah  (cf.  Bischoff,  Bdbylonisch- 
Astrales  im  Weltbilde  des  Talmud  und  Midrasch,  Leipzig  1907,  p.  106  note  3). 
Now  then  since  the  West  is  Kiblah,  the  right  or  upper  side,  i.  e.  the  North 
is  favorable,  while  the  left  or  lower  side,  i.  e.  the  South  as  also  the  East 
where  the  Shekinah  does  not  dwell  (B.  Batra  1.  c.),  are  unfavorable.  Eldad 
bases  his  theory  concerning  the  favorableness  of  the  right  side  or  the  North 
upon  the  fact  that  in  the  Bible  always  the  right  side  is  mentioned  in  con- 
nection with  God  and  the  righteous.  (Similarly  Plato  [Leges  IV.  8]  connects 
the  right  side  with  the  Gods  and  the  left  side  with  the  demons.).  The  same 
view  is  found  expressed  in  the  Talmud  as  e.  g.  where  it  refers  to  the  placing 
of  the  pillow-end  of  the  bed  facing  toward  the  North  as  a  remedy  against 
miscarriage  or  as  a  means  of  bringing  about  male  birth.  (Berakot  5  a.) 

The  right  i.  e.  the  favorable  side  should  during  the  act  of  slaughtering 
be  upward.  This  represents  not  only  the  view  of  Eldad  (cf.  also  §  25),  but 
also  that  of  the  Shi'itic  ritual  (v.  Van  den  Berg,  Minhadj  at-Talibin,  III. 
p.  298).  Now  since  the  right  side  of  the  animal  should  be  upward  during  the 
act  of  slaughtering  and  since  a  Eiblah  is  required  by  both  (v.  Van  den  Berg 
1.  c.  p.  299  and  S.  Keijzer,  Precis  de  Jurisprudence  Musulmane  selon  le  rite 
Chdfeite  par  Abou  Chodja\  Leyde  1859  p.  55),  it  follows  that  only  the  West 
can  be  considered  here  as  the  Kiblah. 

In  an  older  form  of  the  mooncult  the  North  had  the  same  significance 
as  the  West  had  later  (v.  Jeremias,  1.  c.).  Just  as  e.  g.  the  Temple  of  Nippur 
was  facing  the  North  and  just  as  the  North  was  the  direction  of  worship  for 
the  Mandeans,  so  was  the  North  according  to  Eldad  (§  25  end)  the  Kiblah 
for  the  Israelites  in  the  Desert  (o-'inntfo  vn  nnn  n^a  nnoa  h*w>  vntf  jan 


322  MS.  p«2,  later  correctly 

323  MS.  DTO;  the  change  to  D^ra  is  the  only  possible  way  of  retaining 
the  clause  "iri  «piy  "O  in  its  present  place.    If  DT3  is  retained,  the  whole 
clause  '131  f\"C\y  -o  must  be  inserted  after  !>IDB  '121  DH11  &bv  rh  tsn»  nonn  ^OK 

^"3*6  1031  pip!?. 

32*  Text  m^,  E.  mtoa.  ««  V.  01.  s.  v. 

"6  MS.  D'&a,  v.  Gl.  *.  v.  yoiO.  The  disease  of  which  Eldad  speaks  here,  is 
congenital  arthritis,  caused  by  an  encysted  abscess  which,  in  turn,  may  bring 
about  a  generalized  infection. 
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.ty  roin  nnvn  327nnBin^  rr^n  IN  JTT  nawi»  nam 
fcn  OKI  MVI  n^DB  ]w  T  NTI  n«  p«n  by  ^nn  *6  »n  o 
JIM  ppro  nBwn  iron  *nasn»^  IBO  ^atrn  fcn  DM  Vn«  ^DB  prn 
lints  piro  T  ty  ipfiina  ^sn^impj  rrrynn  «"?i  laipan  MBpvi  rnyn 

«^DB  iten  D'aian  Vs  p" 

§3i.ntofi  jnrean  n^DB  DTia  rtoDB  Mains  n^iDB  nMtn 
rtrvn  OKI  •  Bir«6  "im&  -an 


WBB     n  ma  ^        ni»  D^IB»  iy  nnjw  THM    )pr  TBI 

i^vin^  rm  i^j?  ssinsmpB 
mun  nB^rwn  «i2n  M^  ITB 
»v  vni  334ni"Diy»n  nnpin 
a-inio<ii  man  onis  336Donss  DK   335,-in«  mpB  ''Tty  ^v  DWM 

.n 
b.npn  DITD  in^n  IMWI  wsn  NIP  Bine6  nb«on 


3"  7.  Gl.  s.  v.  "8  MS.  D-D-nn;  v.  Gl.  s.  w. 

3l»  The  Halakah  of  §  30  is  very  difficult.  It  treats  of  an  animal,  one 
of  whose  legs  has  become  shorter  than  the  others,  as  a  result  of  a 
fracture.  I  take  it  to  mean  the  following:  If  an  animal  has  [at  one  time] 
fractured  [one  of]  its  hind  or  fore  legs,  the  fracture  having  been  caused  by 
its  fatness  [i.  e.  the  excessive  weight  of  the  body  had  occasioned  fracture,  in 
consequence  of  a  violent  contraction  of  the  muscles  after  some  sudden  or  too 
vigorous  action],  so  that  the  animal  walks  on  three  feet,  one  foot  not  touching 
the  ground,  then  if  it  [the  injured  limb]  is  the  right  fore-leg  or  the  right  hind 
leg,  the  animal  is  pasul.  But  if  it  is  a  left  leg,  the  animal  may  be  slaughtered. 
After  it  has  been  slaughtered,  the  leg  must  be  examined  in  order  to  deter- 
mine whether  a  firm,  bony  union  has  taken  place  (iDlpfta  KSj^n  DSj>n  nK  Vpll3) 
and  the  fragments  of  the  bone  have  not  moved  from  their  proper  place, 
(nTJtfin  according  to  E.  =  Targumic  tnjHW,  v.  Levy,  TWb.  II,  203)  and 
whether  the  sinews  occupy  their  proper  position  on  the  leg.  [If  this  is  so], 
then  the  animal  is  1B>3,  [for  the  case  is  one  in  which  the  fracture  has  healed 
properly].  33°  In  E.  non  is  marked  as  doubtful.  331  V.  Gl.  s.  v. 

332  M  (continued)  :  ins1?  |pi  TO  ono  TD  (MS.  n»«n)  n»«  TO 
r6N  ^3  [ed.  Const,  ton]  Kfitya  tnaim  ru»  TV"  sbo^  nj?  nyini  n:»  'a 

nsni3  p^Jna  «^1  D^nn.  Cf.  also  the  anonymous  quotation  from  our  Ritual  in 
Jacob  (ben  Samuel)  Zausmer's,  Bet  Ydakob  (1696)  p.  25  b,  Resp.  no  25:  ^3.8 
Va«n  b"n  3ro»  p"*b  j?"p  nit?  ]»•<  ^bpa  siro  -ij>an^p  onia«  ->"ina  "inaea  vrtn 
'«1  naw  n"11  omp  ij?ani  nats>  D^amw  p  ]ptm.  "With  reference  to  one  n^nty  it  is 
worth  mentioning  that  the  heathen  Bulgarians  considered  it  a  crime  to  eat 
the  meat  of  an  animal  that  had  been  killed  by  a  Eunuch,  cf.  Haberland,  Uber 
Gebrauche  und  Aberglauben  beim  Essen,  in  Zeitschrift  fiir  Volkerpsychologie 
XVH  (1887)  p.  356. 

333  Supplied  by  E.  334  MS  nmij^ni,  E. 
335  MS.  in«.                     sae  7.  Gl.  s.  v. 


79 

arm  iKtwrn  irvsn  -^ni  amo  «:r  TON  wsn 


WTOBB  IBM 

po.nnvn  B^iy  'n  m  KXBI  rmiya  wsnnvn  me  BW  in«  3S7pvjs|       c> 
n^yn  i^rm  n^n  nrrst?  iron  nni«  rrM  n»p3  •wtn  ny  nnaw  ny 
Kim  nrrit?  34oin£  n^3n  Bnr  arpty  enin  rrm  ip3  IBS 
rrm  »B 


vn 

,injn 


IBJ? 
359^0  ^D«^»  SSSHD  on!?  357^^  356,03130  anwrn 

^p^nn  ]& 
on 
rwy  B^BI  ^Di  nB3  i«n  367i^n  voty  T»K  pnsn 


337  Beg.  of  6>.   The  heading  reads:  "i  b»  niBio  nwSna  «sbi  ntyytsn  m 
'inn  nn^«.  33  s  o  omits  nn-ni. 

339  o  omits  from  i^«n  a^jyn  ibnanai  to  ny  nn^ni. 

340  0  intsi.    C7/".  Misnah,  Hullin  74b  :  D"3»  Eton  ]2  1^B«  iei«  mttf  V'"\ 
'131  m»3  »-iini.    See  Frankl,  MGWJ,  1874  p.  414. 

3*»  O  omits  nn^j>  »nns  «im.  342  o  omits  ina«no. 

343  0  D11:  «!?1  D11!  iTni,  a  quotation  from  &.  Megillah  18b  (=  Tcfanit  12a, 
Y«&awo£  54  a,  J/iWdaA63a)  '131  i"n  «^i  "i^n  D"i  «^i  D"3  '»«  an  no«  •'on  -«3\n  D3e:no. 

344  o  omits  n«. 

345  0  omits  nijrn  nai  D^onsni  and  has  instead  briefly  niBiyni.  Our  passage 
makes  a  carnivorous  animal  of  the  ostrich,  the  food  of  which  is  principally 
herbs,  seeds  and  fruits,  although  it  eats  also  birds,  reptiles  and  insects  and  even 
small  mammals  (v.  A..  H.  Evans,  Birds,  London  1900  p.  29).   This  information 
is,  however,  no  more  startling  than  the  report  in  the  Midrash  Shemuel  ed. 
Buber  p.  51  a  (=  Yalkut  Shim'oni  ib.  §  123,  'Aruk  s.  v.  n&jtt)  that  ostriches 

were  fed  on  the  body  of  king  Agag  (I  Sam.  XV,  33). 
3*8  o  Drtaj  b^»  n"N3,  (Jellinek's  copy  vnBO)  vn»3i. 

347  0  omits  from  .Tni  to  nntyao. 

348  o  injn  h»  (Jell.'s  copy  w«n)  »"«  "nn  nin11  ntsuo.    Frankl  I.  c.  nt»«3 
b«  »"«  W»T\  nan\    The  reading  which  Frankl  gives  as  the  text,  is  pro- 

bably the  proper  emendation.  3*9  O  lias  ''y&D  iannno(?)  li^y. 

sso  p  omits  ri3».  351  o  Kinn;  Jell's  copy  omits  Kinn. 

352  0  omits  ,nBin».  353  Q  omits  DM1K.  354  0  b*  «3. 

355  ^tsnn  vnw.  355  o  nyoiDn  ni&iyni.  357  0  rrn  «bi. 

358  o  men.  359  o  ntjon  p  "?iDi6.  36°  O  nana 

3*1  0  omits  on!?  nfiKi.  362  o  pa.  363  0  omits 

364  0  n^ninisi.  365  Q  omits  on  and  inserts  b^b  before 

see  p  v^i.   Q  omitting  it  altogether,  inserts  instead 
367  b"»  after  nann. 
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antw  *a  irra  noN  rmn  37113  nnn  "onn^  »«9jrri»?  awi 
i^>  inia  n>m  374QiBi  3731&N  372*)ri«l?  nnw  sn  -61  moo  *cn  nans 
jo  377^3^  376tfTOin  i^1?  rrapn  jna  vbv  375ntn  wn  DSI 
nn«  DNI  ,nBia  379^,^  m^a  TOD  102  a^ayn  TOa  HM  378«^ 

n  no  -o  nann  no«  «in  no  ' 

TflH  3 


—  noD  TON  Nin  nr       n^nni  nan  s90      IBN 
Ninir  m  39i,-ij3«  arno  inKsa  TON 
397^3 


§33.mpo  i    4oip«  vi  400-r     sggn^oo  Nsri  napi  sasunty  tysN  DNI 

a. 


sss  p  omits  mpn.  369  o  has  '«  =  nn«n  Din  before 

svo  0  omits  *V6.  371  O  min»,  omitting  '3. 

372  p  inx,  but  37*  Q-O^. 

373  p  013,1  a^-«v  via11  in«. 

375  Probably  to  be  read  «in;  0  omits  it  altogether. 

376  o  has  nnsn  after  onwan.  377  o  b^»b. 
878  0  nwjn  before  «^. 

379  O  «\n  mBD  1»an»;  Frankl  (MGWJ  1874  p.  550)  sees  a  reminiscence 
of  the  TP»n  nr  of  Abaya  (Hullin  75  b)  in  this  story  with  its  two  miracles. 
sso  p  ^0  »6i  "Din  HON.    0  sin  n&s  K*?I  «in  n»  o  -ann  no«. 

381    0  n»«1.  382    V.  Gl.  S.  V. 

383  0  omits  miK.  384  p  omits  ^«1B^. 

385  O  omits  ini«. 

3851  Cy.  Midrash  Deut.  Bab.  TV  ntm  n"2pn  |niN  IDH  onan  nmn  a>i-iei«  un 


38«  O  QnV.  The  original  probably  read  1^!?P,  in  accordance  with  the 
following  forms;  cf.  also  §  33  c,  end. 

387  0  on1?. 

387»  Cf.  !?in&n  n«  ~\h  Tinnn,  Midrash  Tanhuma,  section  Shemini,  ed.  Buber, 
p.  15  b;  Talkut  h&-Machiri  on  Ps.  CXLVI,  7,  ed.  Buber  p.  142  a;  Yalkut 
Shirnoni  on  Ps.  1.  c.;  Lev.  Rab.  chapter  XXII,  10;  Frankl,  MGWJ,  1874 
p.  414  would  erroneously  substitute  here  DT  of  B. 

388  p  wfy   Q  DH^.  389   Q  omits  tytf. 

390  p  again  vty,  O  vb.  39  1  Num.  XH,  12. 

392  P  omits  ntt3  Nintf  ;  owing  to  a  homoioteleuton  0  omits  from  «in  nt 
nt>3  n»«  to  io«  onnti. 

393  o  nn«  IB*.  394  o  omits  a^1?  ini«. 
395  p  pD,3>  o  ^13,  Frankl  I.  c.  ^D33. 

3»6  P  omits  %K,  E.  397  p  nj?X 

393  0  fiinew.  399  o  omits  ni»a. 

<oo  O 
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rw  IK  w\w\  WM  ION  ^oTjan^  TOK  -naya  rant?1? 
13p  p  jwirr  412  v^n  ^  uiwnn  Br««n  «a 
moo  417KJF  4ienro«  TIBWI  -6  nrvn  ^napi  maiyo  nona 


<22a.nn«  ova  lon^n  «?  mow  minni 
nan  428«^«  -mio  «2'«in  426*6  «2Mnew^  ^a^mttn  «oi 
.vnneo  IOK  nts^nty  ^a  ir6a«m  !?paa  npnp  "? 
ano  inatr  43oorpnyioai  nn^nno^a  nrripoo  n^om^n 
432naTitJM  n«t  in«^  431^^  ^aa  wiowni  w  IOKI 
437 


;  Jell's  copy  ^UM,  which  E.  emends  to  blVl,  Frankl,  (1.  c.  p.  551, 
note  1)  to  fnri. 

403  o  orvty  inw. 

40*  0  n»3  h\2Vfr,  P  nno  ^3«^  »pai,  which  E.  emends  to  infi.  The  scribe 
intended  to  write  130O  ^13K^,  as  is  evident  from  the  same  phrase:  Wpntt  DblKi 
13»»  ^3«b,  where  0  again  has  n«D  ^3K^  (v.  note  420).  He  was  misled  to 
write  DHfi,  through  the  immediately  preceding  Dnt5j>.  1^3*6  is  a  mistake  for  bftBb. 

405  o  omits  iniK  ^ni-  «^i.  *06  0  hw  n^n.  <o7  0 

408    0  omits  'Iff.  409  P  -Mfr. 

410  Lev.  XXII,  28;  O  omits  m  n«i  im». 

411  O  omits  «inn.  412  o  •'T 

413    0  omitS  p3  )i.  414    0 

415  o  omits  ropi.  4i«  o  r 

4"  O  KSM.  418  O  '3W.  419  0 

410  0  n»3,  v.  note  404.  This  seems  to  be  the  reading  of  O's  source  and 
differs  from  P. 

421  0  iniK  mm  =  TiKvnrn,  not,  as  E.  suggests,  =nn«  nn^non,  or  as 
Frankl,  (I.  c.,  note  2),  nn«  man. 

42»  0  wnvh. 

42  2a  0  omits  from  mow  minni  to  nn«. 

423  p  «yaw»  ib  n^n  which  is  to  be  emended  to  ijnitfW,  E.  ;    0  "b 
"fits  nnj?a»w:  Frankl  (I  c.  note  3)  emends:  —  "6  no«i  jwnrrt 


424  O  omits  mnan  'aoi,  but  inserts  the  words  rt  no«  after  ntro;  subject 
either  inx  l^o'jn  or  Moses  himself.    In  either  case  we  would  haye  to  read 
nn^»  ION  instead  of  I1?  "1OK. 

425  o  wnvb. 

426  p  uto,  E.;  O  Tnts  'rK.  427  o  omits  KW.  328  0  ban. 
429  o  insn.               430  o  omptsB  nnnyioai  nnno»a. 

431  0  omits  IDNI  »33  IK.  432  #  ionw»  instead  of  nB'iwn  n«i. 

433    O  183.  434    O  bSK. 

435  o  omits  nnw  bK»b  in^abn  hw.  433  o  ^DKI.  437  o  b. 

6 
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•wa  mpon  p  *«nw  u&w  .nvn  439^^  ty  ^  ^-n  «on 
•OIK  TnN  Totoi  442.ninoKi  D^a  uontjn  441unat?  nne»  ano  nano 
nn»ai  n^an  D^WB  -HDIK  IHK  To^m  ^OK^  K^  T»an  Kin 
II  iain  ityn  «Dsian  nn»ai  nvnrKn  niVios  -OIK 
rwo  SBD  p  p  yenjiT 
rwi  DTK   445nya  D« 
ova  |  jiown}  K^  TOIK 

IIDKI  vnm  i^af?  IIDK  ^aK  nn«  ora  iteKn  «^>  nan 
•wig  452^0  vnrr  45in^SK  DWK  itetr  K^I  nn«  jr6t? 
453p  1^33  toarv  K"?  a^nn  nt  452a,iD«  a^na  na  ^an  |  K1?  riapri 

453,nDai  noa  nn«  ^y  mw  \  DKm  pn  ntra  !?a«  IDK 
c.  |  inrr  ^>a*o  "it^ai 
457  nw  nn«i  rwp 

^oa  irpB  n«  ^m11  ^>a«  )«s  p»  IK 
DK  46oni^i  ntra  town  *?aK  .^    nmo 


438  O  Wai  in  consonance  with  the  omission  of 

439  0  ovn  ivtyy  «tsn. 

«o  o  omits  from  went?  to  urow,  but 
««i  adds  nns»a  after  nineto. 

4*ja  Here  begins  T-S  Loan  110  leaf  2  verso.  *«3  P  omits  |)3  p. 

***  O  omits  the  whole  discourse  from  "inn  Vti^n  to  mnan  "fifi  and  inserts 
(JelL's  copy  13)  before  ifi^. 
4«a  O  lanw. 

*«b  0  omits  n»e.  4«  P  ns-v. 

**e  r-S  nw«,  but  in  all  other  places  mn^W. 
4*7  T-S  rv\yy\;  in  all  other  places  D^ai;  P  n^ai  ninfc'K;  0  ninoxi  o^a. 


4*8  iev.  yX"TT,  28.  In  O  the  quotation  begins  with  n»  is  1W1  (the  rest 
is  missing),  in  P  with  113  n*O  intH,  in  T-S  with  IfintWl  «^>. 

4*9  T-S  n^3«;  P  nnx  ova  i^>3«n  x1?  n^3«  «"?  mm  -m  vh  hi*. 
450  So  T-S,  cf.  p.  32;  P  ^3«b.  45i  p  omits  D'BUN. 

452  o  omits  from  ^atr  nio«i  to  vnn11  D'»a«. 

45  2a  ^jco^.  XXm,  19.  453  p  p. 

4533  0  omits  from  3,^nn  nt  to  the  end  of  the  paragraph.  The  meaning  of 
the  clause  is:  It  is  not  permitted  to  boil  the  meat  of  a  suckling  0»N  3^no  p) 
in  the  milk  of  its  mother;  how  much  less  is  it  permitted  to  boil  such  meat 
together  with  the  meat  of  the  mother. 


4»  p  a^n  ix.  454a  o  omits  virv  ^>3K\  «*b  P  nrai  IK. 

455  p  omits  from  hw  iBOi  to  na-'Sia  ^nnn. 

456  T-S  ynini,  but  in  all  other  places,  the  Qal  form  is  used; 

*57   Pl3.  458    7.   Gl.   *.   V. 

459  p  omits  from  a^n  OKI  to  n»a  !?3«\  460  p  ni"aa  IK. 

46i  P  omits  m:n  DK. 


1JTB 


DJ;  njt 

471  to  "wan  Kin 


no 


48  s 


T-8,  o.  \  omapo 

rrn  «^>*  onn*} 


VTTT 

nnix 


jrfcwn  47<>ty  IN  YDS 
473 


«inn 


jnn 


pi 
nynn 
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11DN 


IK  469«i  n{t 


vn 


4s8  P  n32i 
«'i  0  omits 
omits  ]Ht3  inw. 


without 


462  p  I'ja^,  omitting  DDW. 

463  p  QK.  *64  pnv. 

<66  p  -m«;  O  omits  the  entire  §  33c. 
467  p  lurw  |HD  D«I;  O  cnw  pnn  OKI. 
"a  p}  O  omit  «3.  < 

*7i  P,  0  omit  bw  «Sl. 
473a  pf   O  Vp!?D. 

474  0  m^ts.    E.  questions  the  correctness  of  the  reading 
sufficient  reason. 

*75  p  omits  the  second  1K^». 

476  0  omits  Kin  no  IK1?  altogether.  477  O  N'T!. 

478  Xev.  XXII,  28;  P  again  quotes  from  U3  n«1  iniK  on:  c/1.  note  448. 

479  P,  0  OKI. 

480  T-S  and  P  have  »b  ;  0  paraphrases,  as  follows  :  BJW1  inipfifi  n-n  OKI. 

481  T-g  nnx^>  BTN.  482  Pitsn»;  O  enir. 
483  p  p»jjH3j  0  o^wiyo. 

485  P  again  ^tWJ>tt;  0  »3J>\ 

487  0  omits  niom». 

488  T-S  nionao,  a  dittography. 

489  p  and  0  nom  nii3  ntsna. 


484  P  miK  mix. 
4»6  T-S  omits 


49°  0  omits  urn. 

491  p  vy\y.  492  0  omits  ^li'Bn. 

493  o  omits  learn,  but  has  Kinn  before  )nr,  reading  isniw1?  ]nr  Kinn 

4»4  P  inserts  tb  before  KSD\  4»5  P  omits  tan»  n»K. 

496  O  omits  from  Mi  NS011  OK  Bni»ni  to  the  end  of  d. 

497  o  vn»i.  498  0  sj?n.  4"  0  ]^naei. 
soo  0  s»j>j  E.  supplies  nt,  evidently  reading  n»  ""T  Vj?. 

501  o  OK.  802  0  omits  n\n.  503  0  *(Ksn  !?5»«. 

6* 
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vn 


r6mn 
raw  {rrnfaiy 
np' 


msnij  npm 


* 


irrr  5i»Drpni&'N 
5  14 


§34.nwi2  *»M^ 
523HD 
m{*si 
••i«  p« 


IV. 


rrn 


npn 


no-is 


nn«     nois 


604  In  J1-^  there  are  visible  after  the  lacuna  the  letters  Krvn  which  I 
take  for  the  end  of  the  word  irrnvt'jin,  the  «  being  a  copyist's  error  for  n  or  ]. 

505  0  nttS,  according  to  Frankl,  I.  c.  noa. 

506  Q  ^D3B,  E.  paa. 

907  The  lacuna  has  been  filled  in  on  the  basis  of  the  inferior  text  0 
which  reads:  }KS3  D^nj>  nn  D'iani  mriDNn  \v.  (In  Jell's  copy,  according  to 
E.,  1*3). 

sos  o  vnnn,  probably  to  be  read  'rnnn  =  nvnnn  of  T-S.  v.  Gl.  s.  r.  E. 
emends  nnn,  the  reading  of  Frankl,  I.  c. 

609  A  mere  attempt  to  fill  the  lacuna.  sio  0  nnprti  D^mn. 

an  0  jn'niDN. 

*ij  O  D1^3  1^131^  «X  which  rendered  the  entire  §  unintelligible. 

"3  O  1*3T  in\ 

si*  Three  letters  KV(?),  are  still  visible  after  rrm. 

5148    0  B^,^  515    O  DIpBfl.  61«    0  K"?1. 

5"    0  nVlBK.  5»8    O  1t3«.  519   0  iO. 

520  0  inserts  bzwh  after  nnna  and  reads  i»33  instead  of  n»3n. 

521  0  I^BKV  »2ia   f.^  1p«. 

522  Deut.  XIV,  B;  0  abbreviates  the  whole  list  by  a  "m  after  nitsm. 
s2'  O  ne>i. 

524  According  to  O  the  lacuna  should  contain  the  words  nV3r6  nrra 
KBB  DK  line  D«  ons,  in  addition  to  the  words  . .  . .  n«  «n,  which  are  suggested 
by  the  following  ^OIN  n  . . .    However,  there  is  space  in  the  lacuna  for  only 
four  words. 

525  T-S  leaf  2,  verso. 
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run  nwn  noi  TV  Kin  S 

ntnri  TOM  rwn  ^o  npna  ISKI  |  npaai  ]«ss  Kin  jnvo 


nn  |  ,TU  Dyo  JBIWII  roriKm  tejn  nan  IDIK  nn«  DKI  r6  an 
nt 


§35. 

DM  I^BMI  5»»mn»a  noo^  naoiDi  nsnta 


526  I  do  not  know,  how  to  restore  the  text,  as  the  whole  passage  '3  Tni' 
•VI  ^  Kin  is  very  obscure. 

s«  O  omits  from  DT3r6*  1^«n*  wra  to  nV  n«in  n»«  and  introduces  the 
words  fibyeb  D«J'»  by  the  phrase  1^  V  DM. 


528  0  KOB.    The  whole  phrase  of  0,  MtiB,  nVjns^  D^i-'ttf  I1?  W  DM  seems  to 
be  taken  literally  from  B  (v.  B,  no.  25)  and  substituted  here  as  an  epitome  of 
Eldad's  text. 

529  0  omits  M\1.    0  alone  inserts  the  words  line  rbytb  WV  "b  ]'M  OKI 
after  M13B.    The  rest  of  this  paragraph  is  missing  in  O. 

530  T-S  D^aa.    Eldad  seems  to  be  of  the  opinion  that  all  game  animals 
have   tusks.     In   Rabbinic  literature    we   find    |O'3  ascribed  to  the  camel 
(Hullin  59  a),  the  dog  (Shab.  63  b,   B.  Kamma  23  b),  the  bear  (Gen.  Rab. 
chap.  LXXXVI,  3,  4)  and  the  lion  (Targum  on  Psalm  L  VIII,  7,  Joell,6. 
Hebr.  mj?nto;  c/1  also  on  Job  XXIX,  17,  Prou.  XXX,  14) 

ssoa  cf.  Huttin  I.  c.  53j  Sic.  532  T-S  M'-n. 

533  The  N  is  suspended  in  MS. 

534  It  is  possible  to  retain  the  second  rbytbto,  if  we  take  the  whole  clause 
to  mean  that  neither  sheep  nor  cattle  and  the  like  nor  gazelles,  rams  etc.  have 
upper  teeth.    As  simpler  reading  would  be  nBD^O. 

"5  o  omits  yiv.  s3^  0  ora.  537  0  osyn. 

538  T-S  mane,  in  all  other  places  correctly  rnisifi.    The  copyist  may 

^*i 
have  thought  of  Arabic  X*5j  ;   cf.,  however,  Tosefta,  Kelim  B.  M.  IV,  15. 

inawn  lino  iab>i»  man  to  rpnso,  where  Levy  (IV,  p.  451)  and  Kohut  (vn, 
p.  275)  emend  nawi. 

539  End  of  0.    "We  have  rejected  the  words  DSj?n  ]E>"D1  -OltfO  li"Sn  DX 
It5lpaa  n^j>.    If  we  accept  E's  emendation  of  ]D"D1  to  pw,  they  seem  to  refer 
to  §  17:  "m  nsntD  DT  u  DO^I  isina  II»M  pwn  inmi  Di»j?n  i2»3  DMI. 

640  T-S  l^BM,  a  repetition    of  the  preceding  ib'BXl,  which  destroys  the 
sense  of  the  phrase  and  contradicts  §  16. 

54i  T-S  !?MBBN5,  clearly  a  dittography,  cf.  §  16. 
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542-ip3m  )K3a  iapu  Mia^  "«wo  i^Mn  |  nwa  mo  to  rcnip  apu  DMI 

543,nvnn  by  nnr  p 

§  36.  neate  rfcvu  nyattDi  HBIB  ntyato  n^na  nya&o  j  n»-na  I^BMI 

545  Q«    ^fi 


554«in 

*8nv 

DM  56°^B>    nm»    Dm  rr:ni  rrr 


566||  .w  «?!  Min 
nj.  »  *  *  .........  }  si  ««'pMa  ilpMn  nvnn  |  p  anwm        r-s. 

,  .  ,fi  rwy  no  |  nsy  D»iy  I^BM  na 
DMI  {  ............  }  DMT  |  u»na  mn 

D*a  WD  {  .............  }  nnyi  |  an 

ssn  ^?v  rrfintri  rrnn  {  ............  }  owan  no 

onn  V 


»«2  F.  §  8.  6*3  v.  Gl  s.  v.  5"  Of.  §  5  a. 

548  Beginning  of  G. 

»*«  G  npy.  The  reading  of  the  verbs  np'jj,  mpljm  and  mp7  in  T-S  can 
never  he  certain,  as  MS.  does  not  distinguish  T  from  1.  I  follow  here  the 
somewhat  clearer  reading  of  MS.  G.,  v.  Gl.  no.  30. 

»47»  (j  omits  son.  5«s 


»*•  G  i«.  550  (^  omits  ipaai.  551  G  iio«. 

55  ia  (?  n-nai.  552  (?  nmix  593  T-8  mwjn. 

sssa  y  GL  s>  r  584  ^  more  correctly  ten. 

555  r-S1  and  6r,  hoth  iwpn  «  b>  D«  ;  the  negation,  however,  contradicts  the 
following  nnwp  om. 

556  G  omits  rr^m  557  Q  ein^ni.  557*  v.  Gl.  s.  v. 


558  G  n»Ki.  559  c?  innni,  v.  Gl.  s.  v.  »ann. 

560  E.  emends  ^sbl.     More  correctly  *&h  might  be  taken  =  ""S^  in  the 
sense  of  "J3'B^.    The  meaning  of  this  paragraph  seems  to  be  as  follows:  Since 
game  animals  turn  their  heads  around  and  rear  on  their  haunches,  when 
they  are  slaughtered,  in  spite  of  the  fact  that  they  are  bound,  it  is  certain 
that  they  would  rise-  up,  if  they  were  left  unbound,  while  they  are  being 
slaughtered. 

561  G  D3iyn,  omitting  nnw. 

562  G  nnnie,  instead  of  n^iii  D^T  mwp  t6x 

sea  T.S  TDJ?™.  564  G  rmm  tei  t$y  b:i.  5^  G  mopn». 

5«6  G  MS.  pp.  104  a  —  b.  For  the  introductory  and  closing  remarks  of 
Ibn  Gama'  to  this  passage  v.  note  41. 

667  In  the  lacuna  some  thing  like  a  B  is  visible;  probably  the  text  read 
'lew,  cf.  Harkavy,  Responsen  der  Geonim,  Berlin  1887,  §  32  p.  12:  .....  NlDBf 
=]  paa  \rr\.  568  MS. 
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* 


ps  7«  in«  stin  Tan 

ia  ^ '{ }  ori  Ton  p  "ovrrono'i  -ay  na 

DS1  1BV2  1,TDDS 

noan  napri  nan 

inoai  ion  ns 
»a«       §  38. 

Trfjan  fnpnai* *np*}nai  nrten  |  npnai 

.  *  • II  "2nnK  n»«a  ten  ^{*vnan  npnai* 

»«.»««.«•«.««»«...•.••».»•....•.  •  • 

5«9  MS.  pjins.  570  y.  Gl.  s.  v. 

571  Lev.  XVII,  13;  of.  Hullin  88 a  nD3s  IK  D^SKa  1JD3'  bi3"  inosi  p3i  iin 

"MDI^  no'jn  ^sn  nK  i^j> ;  cf.  also,  Ba?.  Gerf.  p.  569  (Din  ^0*0  nisbn). 

The  sense  of  this  paragraph  is  clear,  in  spite  of  the  fragmentary  con- 
dition of  the  text:  If  a  man  wishes  to  slaughter  a  game  animal  on  a  stony 
piece  of  ground,  where  he  cannot  find  a  handful  of  dust,  he  may  take  his 
garment,  burn  it  and  cover  the  blood  with  its  ashes.  If  he  has  two  garments, 
viz.  a  coat  (Ii3)  and  a  mantle  (^riB,  v.  Gl.  s.  v.)  he  may  burn  one.  If  he  has 
only  one,  what  is  he  to  do,  since  he  is  not  allowed  to  pronounce  the 
blessing,  if  his  body  is  naked?  Let  him  tear  his  garment  and  let  him  slaughter 
the  animal  upon  one  part  of  the  garment,  while  he  covers  his  body  with  the 
other  part  and  pronounces  the  blessing.  The  meat  of  the  animal  is  then  fit 
for  food.  Afterwards,  however,  he  must  take  the  garment  to  a  sandy  place 
and  squeeze  the  blood  out  of  the  garment  and  cover  the  blood  with  earth. 
He  must  also  wash  the  garment  and  cover  with  earth  even  that  water,  in 
which  he  washed  the  garment.  Under  no  circumstances,  however,  is  he  per- 
mitted, to  cover  the  blood  with  stones,  for  the  Bible  makes  no  provision  for 
such  an  expedient  (cf.  Hullin  I.  c.). 

It  is  more  than  probable  that  this  Halakah  on  Din  ""WO,  as  it  is  found 
here  in  Eldad,  is  the  one  referred  to  as  "gaonic"  by  Isaac  of  Vienna  in  his 
Or  Zarua  I  (Zitomir  1862),  Din  '•ID'S  ni3^n  §  396  p.  109:  pn»K1 
in^e  ,-pfy>  a-arn  K-OJ  K3"K  •'K  nosei  ant  ivi  pm»  '•an  ina  IDKI  nosai  in^ts 
vay^  ^SM  Knvn  KYin  IK  KBIJ?  Kinn  ant  nvi  w\\v  K"n  VK  Knvn  p  IK  KB' 
Reifmann  p.  280)  K^uoa  a"K  Kuaa  Ktti  •'sooi  ton^a1?  pan  "^  i: 
emends  K^anoa,  corresponding  toKU33)  Knsn"?  •'B&131  Din  "'ID'S  *>$> 
KB1  iTO  ''SDl  (Reifmann  K^aio)  K^13D  K'nn  IK 
3"y    .o^a  ^a  iaioa  ^a  Din  ••wa  ]^yb  pai  wpn  ••sni  .1313  K^a  noaen 


The  passage  is  also  quoted  by  Mordecai  on  fluttin  IV  (Din  "10^3), 
beginning  D'OliOn  KH3^n3  31H3  11JJ1;  c/.  Epstein  p.  96,  note  41.  Reifmann  I.  c., 
on  the  contrary,  considers  Mordecai  as  the  source  from  which  the  "old 
forger"  drew. 

872  §  38  is  incomplete.  It  must  have  originally  stated  that  nvn  are 
treated  like  ninna  in  regard  to  all  niBIB,  with  the  exception  of  ilp'O.  For 
the  content  of  the  rest  of  the  ritual,  which  is  missing,  v.  Chapter  II,  pp.  23 
et  seq,  Chapter  III  p.  28. 


TEXT  OF  EECENSION  B. 


(RESPONSUM) 
I. 

E. 


11DK  navw  man  jnv  iaw  »nt     i»«  nan 


.ainns  ^m  nntpy 
IK  DHK  ID^N™  nonnn  m«n  nps  -o  ina  n^nvrw       2  (§2) 
^3  nrosn 


The  Halakic  part  of  R  is  introduced  by  the  words :  onto  nts-iw 
.   For  the  meaning  of  the  various  types,  used  in  this  text,  v.  supra  p.  21. 
ia  V.  A  note  1. 

*  A  §  1  bvnwb  roitn  bo.    >nnit  of  22  probably  to  be  emended  to  rait. 
28  B  here  nvi1D"n  (cf.  also  no  24,  note  83),    but  in  no.  3    regularly 
m,  nomn,  nnom. 

3  As  the  text  stands,  it  would  appear  that  rvoiB^p  should  be  considered 
a  special  nBTItP  ro!?n,  which  would  enlarge  the  traditional  number  to  six. 
This  number,  however,  would  be  inconsistent  with  Eldad's  own  statement 
(A  §  1),  for  according  to  him  there  are  only  five  nBTilP  ma^n.    Moreover  in  R 
Dltobp  does  not  occupy  a  place  as  a  special  HBTIE?  Fisbrt,  but,  as  in  A  §  5  it  is 
only  a  subtitle  under  ntsiin.    Undoubtedly  the  word  rVDIB^j?  here  has  been 
inserted  by  a  reader  or  copyist,  probably  the  same  one  who  consistently 
changed  the  reading  of  B  no.  24  (O)  ino-njn  IK  im^nn  IK  inomn  IN  inwn  DK 
impj?n  IK  inDiDbpni  to  innpyn  IK  inoittbipn  is,  thus  again  adding  oia'jp  as  a 
special  '»  ro^n  to  the  traditional  five.    On  DieVp  in  this  text,  v.  note  15. 

4  1MB   by  miD  bfii  IK;   note  the  conformity  with  Hal.  Pes.  p.  135:  IK 
V3B  bjMIID  rt?Biff,  while  A  §  2  has  Vrj>  by  TtlDn  b>B3  IK. 

s  A  §  2  mriK  nan2  noons'  TijrBO  1J>;  in  B  there  is  substituted  the  less 
characteristic  ^3  of  Mishnah,  Hullin  32  a  and  later  Codes. 

6  mB>3  110  B''J«3n  DK1  does  not  occur  in  A.  It  seems  to  be  a  later  addition, 
inserted  under  the  influence  of  some  code.  Sal.  Pes.  p.  135  (==  Sefer  ive-Hizhir, 
Lev.  p.  12 a)  likewise  read  m»3  nt  Tijr»3  nn»  K^>  OKI;  Hal.  Ged.  p.  510 
(==  Sefer  we-Hizhir  ib.)  me>3  p^O  niriS;  Maimonides,  Yad,  Hilkot  Shehitali 
ITT  2  r6lDB  interne'  nt  H30  nins  nn»  OKI.  The  very  same  phrase  occurs  also  in 
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3  <§  3)  nn«  open  nm«  nnam  n«o  mn  rfcaMDn  nvr  n«  ina  rrrnom 


TOM  nnn  MVI  snrao  nnom 
»mn  mno 

riant?  DM  *  in-wan  T^  B^^  P  rnnon 
np11  DM   wpn  nea  D^IK   .riBia  nnnn  n&rw  DMI 
of»  .n^Mfi^  oipo  p"!  no^wn  |si« 


neian  .m^a  n^s 


the  "fife/er  ha-Oreh"  (sic,  not  ha-Orah,  v.  ZfBB.  X  (1906),  p.  169)  Hilkot 
Shehitah,  §  116  ed.  Buber  p.  155  (=  Pardes  §  212  ed.  Warsaw  1870).  It  is  note- 
worthy that  the  entire  §  116  of  the  Sefer  ha-Oreh,  found  only  in  Azulai's  MS. 
(v.  Buber,  ib.  note  1)  is  taken  word  for  word  from  Maimonides,  Yad  I.  c. 
lU  1 — 19.  This  fact  has  been  overlooked  by  Buber.  The  passage  is  poorly 
edited  both  in  Buber's  edition  and  in  the  Pardes  and  should  be  revised  on  the 
basis  of  an  early  MS.  or  of  the  ed.  pr.  of  Maimonides  '  Yad. 

7  The  text  would  become  clearer,  if  IN  were  supplied  before  ntatt&n  r6sa 
D*J>n  hy.    The  word  DSJ>  refers  undoubtedly  to   a  bone   of  the  spine,  the 

meaning  of  the  whole  phrase  being:  " or  if  the  knife  be  applied  to  a 

bone  of  the  spine.''    E's  copy  reads  *IJ>BM  after  DSJJ  which  would  destroy  the 
sense  of  the  passage. 

8  Head  nri^aie,  subj.  nwn  i.  e.  "such  a  procedure  would  render  the 
animal  ntea." 

9  Ed.pr.  mtw,  which  E.,  according  to  A  §  4,  rightly  emends  to  nsno. 

10  So  ed.  pr.,  perhaps  ntyyn  has  been  lost  before  pin;  E's  emendation  of 
nD3  for  n03  is  not  satisfactory. 

1 1  nD'IW  DlpD3  tbv  maiJn  napa  OK  has  been  pronounced  an  interpolation 
by  St.  (p.  300  note  2).    In  ed.  pr.  this  clause  is  separated  from  the  preceding 
paragraph  on  m^n  by  a  space,  extending  over  an  entire  line.    The  Halakah, 
laid  down  in  these  words  nsnts  nD*n»  nipisa  vbv  mn:n  napa  Q«,  is  inconsistent 
with  that  of  no.  8  (=  A  §  10)  ^2«n  «Vi  «\n  n^iDB  n«nn  ""fiaa  pa  mrun  napa. 
E.  p.  90  note  5  seeks  to  harmonize  the  two  passages  by  limiting  the  applica- 
bility of  the  first  halakah  to  the  time  of  slaughtering.    In  order  to  retain 
this  questionable  clause  it  would  be  better  to  adopt  an  emendation  which 
introduces  only  a  slight  change  in  the  obscure  words.  Emend  n^asob  nipe  paM 
to  n^axan  nipts  pa-i.  In  this  form  the  clause  nB"ntr  mpoa  *bv  ma-un  napa  n« 

is  the  necessary  complement  of  the  opening  of  the  sentence  DlpD  pa^ 
For  the  meaning  of  pan  which  occurs  frequently  in  this  Ritual  v. 

Gl.  8.  V. 

12  Ed.  pr.  ,TD-iU.  13  V.  Gl.  s.  v. 

14  The  passage  is  obscure.  In  ed.  pr.  there  is  a  large  space  between  the 
words  miw  and  noun,  indicating  the  beginning  of  a  new  thought.    Read: 
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now  o«  ma  mip^y       6  (§ 

inn*  rtaan  ton  n«t  nnpiya  rrfcni  nnai  rib*  pan  wto' 
nta  nan?am  n»t?an  *CP  onta  i«  to  mn  «:r  DIB  pan  OKI 

m»a  pinn  Dipo  *?«  mpan 


II. 


main 


man 


me 


man 

uaa  men  Di3i  otn 
napa  a»in  nnp  api  ppnn  npa  man  napa 


7a(§8b) 
b.(§8c.) 
8(§io> 


JIB-TIP 


or  nl?iDB 


nB"n» 


[\s}\ 


!6  Talmudic-rabbinic  Dltt^lpD  (HttKinSOb  and  Codes)  is  a  later  substitute 
for  Eldad's  D'JD  (c/1.  A  §  5).  Already  St.  (p.  298  note  2)  had  suggested  that 
in  B  no.  24  (note  84)  WDIoVlpn  be  a  substitute  for  [l]nB<1BJ?n. 

16  nBno  n^DDn  npyi  n«\  The  Talmudic  use  of  lpj?3  is  entirely  different 
from  that  of  Eldad  (v.  Gl.  s.  v.).  Steinschneider  (p.  300  note  2),  has 
properly  pronounced  the  word  an  interpolation,  wherever  it  is  found  in  the 
Talmudic  sense.  In  this  Epstein  has  followed  him,  v.  Ha-Hoker  I  p.  328;  cf. 
however,  his  Eldad,  p.  92. 

IT  This  section  of  R  is  introduced  by  the  words  :  Dnb»  maia  nw!?n  "\Ti  pni. 

"a  Subject  osj?n.  !8  Subject  mo  to  innp. 

19  I  do  not  think  that  7b  represents  a  new-case,  not  mentioned  in  A. 
"While  A  §  8c  explains  the  formation  of  what  appears  like  a  tumour  on  the 
meninges  tracing  it  to  its  pathological  basis   (v.  A  note  48),  B  is  satisfied 
with  a  mere  description  of  its  appearance  (man  Iii3  »«13  NX11  \*nv  D«).  Further- 
on  R  distinguishes  two  cases  (a:  n»3  iBipon  ntsij?  mo  ^»  i»Tipi  taip&2  nuiy  osyni 
and  6:  H^IDB  Dt»  HfiS-'E?  T'HWD  IK  13DO  nit33  Di33  Din  D«l).    These,  it  is  true,  are 
not  treated  as  separate  case  in  A,  for  ins  mp»o  niiifla  ...  mo  *w  iDinp  nt?j?ii 
of  A  §  8c  is  rendered  here  in  B  positively  tmpDn  1D1J?  mo  ^>»  lOllpl. 

20  The  relation  of  the  two  Recensions  to  Mishnah  Hullin  42  a  is  shown 
most  clearly  in  the  following,  where  the  texts  are  arranged  in  parallel  columns. 


Mishnah  Hullin  42  a 
mvun  npiosi  tot»in  roip3 
ap'3   mo  hv   oinp    ap11: 
......  Mn  n-'ab  a!?n 

,  .  .  mom?  IK  nap':w  n«nn 
mon   napu  napn  nap-a 
D-on  ....  ^pnn  tap-a 

DDtsn  ,  ,  .  .  nap-'at?  n^o^asn 
mown  n"ai 


A  §  10 
na^pn   aip11 
napa    [or  rather 
aip-3    n-'pnn    lapa 


naipa 
nipn] 

man 


npj 


B  no.  8 

i^p:  men  nip: 
naps  o»in  nnp 
nbiDB  n«nn  napi  n«in  ^33 
no1?  a"?n  apa  b3Kn  K"?I  KVT 
\whvr\  ihih  bxn  K1?  Mn 
/"oa1?  mao  IK  miK 


94 

*6  22>iip  p'si  ato  api  2 

24.naa^  11313  w  23vii8 
9(§n?)apa  DK   &Bn^   2in-,jnj  p  yr 

TO?   D81  r6lDB  DJTitP  D81  mffa 

a6*m»a  ntDiya  Tjwa  Q«  ma  *6i  ma  «"?  api  8^1 
9*   i      ftic  oi  PC  IP  ppan>  v>pj»e  IP  "?T>ai  (sic)  IPPP:  IP  DP^SP  »T» 

.3"9r>    P^   j'SIP    -5CD1    -5135   j'p   CP   "51PP   -53t20   Cl5ur>1    .O^tS   C'7' 

2  .p  pipipr  pinpp  pip  oipr>  i^3  pii  rrw  rcij-5  ispp: 

3  26<r,5^v     p5:c  1p  ',7,at,      3     VP2 


For  the  omission  of  mo  b»  Dllp  ilp11:,  JVO^Bn  Dl2n  2lp'3  etc.  in  both  Re- 
censions and  the  additional  omission  of  rwin  aip^  in  A  v.  A  note  105. 
Whether  "bbn  W^b  2l?n  2p3  should  be  regarded  as  one  of  the  pierced  organs, 
that  are  enumerated  here,  or  whether  it  forms  a  paragraph  by  itself,  as  in 
ed.  pr.  and  E.  (v.  p.  84  no.  11),  corresponding  to  A  §  13,  the  Halakah  on  the 
heart  is  open  to  doubt.  I  am  inclined  to  accept  the  former  view,  for  the 
following  reasons  :  1.  A  §  10  likewise  closes  with  2^n  aip'J.  2.  B  follows  the 
arrangement  of  A  also  in  that  it  takes  up  the  discussion  of  BBH  immediately 
after  completing  the  enumeration. 

S1  B  uses  rnJli,  in  consonance  with  Hullin42a  and  44  a  et  seq.,  through- 
out, where  A  always  has  H3p. 

*ia  Comp.  Hal.  Pes.  p.  140:  n«ns  jvrn  ntnn  p  noo1?  nip  ap'a. 

22  Recension  A  has  only  l^?n  2lp^3;  the  words  l^n  JV^  are  inserted  from 
the  Mishnah  ib.  ™  Exod.  XXII,  30. 

2*  Deut.  XIV,  21.  Hullin  114b.  Possibly  both  quotations  are  a  gloss 
of  a  reader  to  ^3«n  *6  or  rather  l^3Kn  «V;  at  any  rate,  A  §  13  has  nothing  to 
correspond. 

25  The  Halakah  contained  in  this  section  is  very  remarkable.  As  the  text 
stands,  it  treats  of  a  swelling  between  the  trachea  and  oesophagus  which  may 
result  in  one  or  both  of  these  organs  being  perforated.    The  general  propo- 
sition is  made  that  a  perforation  in  either  the  oesophagus  alone  or  in  the 
trachea  alone  does  not  suffice  to  render  the  animal  unfit  for  food.    This 
assertion  is  in  utter  contradiction  with  A  §§  11  and  12,  where  a  perforation 
of  only  the  trachea  between  the  lobes  of  the  lung  or  of  the  oesophagus  only, 
so  long  as  both  of  the  membranes  of  which  it  is  made  up  are  pierced,  suffices 
to  render  the  animal  unfit  for  food.  I  am,  therefore,  very  much  inclined  to 
suspect  the  genuineness  of  this  Halakah  B  no.  9.    Perhaps  the  idea  of  a 
swelling  rests  upon  a  misinterpretation  of  the  words  A  §  11:  'pnt?  102  ntPjni 
and  trachea  and  oesophagus  were  substituted  for  the  white  and  red  layers  of 
the  oesophagus.    Even  such  a  solution,  however,  is  unsatisfactory. 

26  There  appear  already  in  the  ed.  pr.  three  Halakot  between  nos.  9  and 
10.    Of  these  the  first,  9*  l  '131  n&mn  n-  mntW  flatly  contradicts  no.  16  (=  A 
§  17).    The  second,  9*  2  '131  HB"iD  n^JI  I2nru  is  without  a  parallel  in  A  and 
the  third,  9*  3  '1D1  DTOn  ynp  /B3  contradicts  no.  17.  The  three  Halakot  have 
been  interpolated  here.    They  are  taken  literatim  from  Tut;   Yorek  Deah. 
Compare 
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io(§9b) 


nn  D«i  27'»:r>  75 

wan  IBK  um«  Bnaw  i     i»«      ,nsn&   «otrn  rw^en  pans 

rmb 


niK-6  nn«  ron  vanai  -pia  tow  enpaa  wn  nn«  nv 

11  (§  19?) 


anaan  w   r\s\  n«»  u^n  DSD     a  fcran    n»  « 

TB 
am  meo 


IK  nenan  ns  nan»a  §  53.  wnna  i«  nenan  'T  inant^a  no.  9*  1. 

'»  i«  )ipj?o  ^sl^»ity  IK  n&:6  n»^»  n^  »^»  IK  ppye  npj?3»  IK 

DK  mawwa  niDK  lasj?  nsj?m  n»a  on^  my  ^K  OK  -UDK  ia»an  osyn%, 
,ian  n«  ^sm  nwai  my  ^K  .ann  HK 


§  55.         !?3a  *b\  nsia  n^ii  isnna  no.  9*2. 
nifiipe  K^»K  ,»'  moipD  nioipD  K^K 

•nana  iposity  IK  i^i^n  nois  i^ea  §  56.         .HBIB  posit?  IK  "Tin  yiap  ^03  no.  9*  '. 

The  similarity  between  9*  J,  2  and  Twr  §  53,  55  had  been  noticed  by  Keif., 
(p.  279).  Why  the  copyist,  compositor  or  reader  should  have  inserted  these 
three  halakot  at  this  most  unsuitable  place,  is  incomprehensible  to  me. 

"  The  words  nprvne  K^K  pi«n  moa  m&ij?  'i^«i  natsp  nnK  \w  nsa  my  rb  WM 
'^S  is!?  ono  refer  to  the  little  rose  lobe  of  the  lung,  called  KTlin  Kmia^y;  this 
lobe,  however,  is  not  mentioned  at  all  in  A  §  9b,  although  the  structure  of 
the  lung  is  there  fully  described  and  all  possible  variations  in  the  position  of 
the  lobes  are  enumerated.  Nor  is  the  rose  lobe  taken  into  account  in  the 
following  sections  by  R  itself.  Furthermore  the  passage  '131  my  nb  B^l  inter- 
rupts the  continuity  of  the  first  and  last  part  of  no.  10,  the  authenticity  of 
which  is  vouched  for  by  the  parallel  text  A  §9b  na"t^  ty  why  W"b  plK  Bton 
KTI  nsiB  y&b  ^K»B>»  DTt^n  IK  bxtivb  V&Q  wbvn  e\bnn"  DK  n'jKCD  by  n-nw.  For 
these  reasons  '131  my  r6  »'I1  must  be  eliminated  as  a  gloss.  It  is,  no  doubt, 
also  an  interpolation,  taken  from  Tur  ib  §  35:  nnK  KaiK  ]W  mn  my  nb  »M 
o-'as  tub  onto  npnnia  K^>K  niaiKn  moa  mtsiy  na-'Ki  Knmn  Kn^aia'y  riKnpai  natap. 

28  It  is  self-evident  that  the  answer  has  absolutely  nothing  to  do  with 
the  question.    The  latter  states  a  condition  which  has  its  parallel  in  A  §  9b: 
ton  "IB  ^>K&»»  Ttiffbv\  pD'ta  nyaiK  K^D11  OKI.    The  answer,  in  our  present  text 
however,  would  correspond  to  a  question  involving  a  condition  like  that  de- 
scribed in  A  §  9g  '131  &vr\b  IK  nap^  npm  natsp  ]1K  OKI;  .or  in  §  9c  where  the 
atrophy  of  a  lobe  is  treated.   Here  we  have  a  scribal  confusion  which  can  be 
readily  accounted  for;  a  question,  pertaining  to  §  9b  had  been  combined  with 
an  answer,  suited  to  §  9c,  the  intervening  passages  having  been  lost. 

29  The  text  of  this  Halakah  agrees  with  that  of  A  §  19  treating  of  a 
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n  )D  -am  net?  VT  n«  ns&n  jiv  oy^  n«nn  JIM  npru 
DM  rana  ns^i  nMin  p  y^sn  TD^I  rtaNB  np^i  nnM^a  ntnn  ny 

.n^DB  mac  nra  MJP  DM  m»a  nnn 
n]^  73J3  of*  pi  tncs  w  f»b  w  3)53  c'wp  >x  r>i  r  ofrw 
n  M^>  DMI  3°«(i"6iDB  u6  DMI  nnn  iiDjn  nn^Dia  r6iy  DMI) 
1*6  DMI  rftiDB  nnn  «r  DM  oipo  VHM  ty  &&  pnn  p  JIT 


case  in  which  two  livers  [i.  e.  a  clot  on  the  omentum  of  the  liver]  are  found 
in  an  animal.  The  method  prescribed  for  ascertaining  whether  the  second 
liver  is  only  a  blood  clot,  is  the  same  as  that  given  in  §  19.  The  difficulty, 
however,  in  attempting  to  identify  the  two  halakot,  arises  from  the  fact  that 
according  to  our  text  (no.  11)  one  of  the  livers  is  "above  the  heart,  and  the 
other  beneath  the  heart",  an  anatomical  impossibility  (cf.  also  Frankl,  I,  c. 
1873  p.  489).  To  make  the  two  halakot  agree,  it  would  therefore  be  necessary 
to  make  the  radical  emendation  iMn  mm". 

A  possible  way  of  retaining  the  present  text  presents  itself,  if  we  take 
D'-OS  to  mean  "blood  clots,  looking  like  a  liver'1,  an  interpretation  which  is 
not  improbable  in  view  of  A  §  19.  Two  such  blood  clots  might  easily  form 
on  the  pericardium  in  a  case  of  sudden  death.  Against  this,  however,  it  must 
be  urged  that  A  has  nothing  to  correspond  to  such  a  condition  of  the  heart 
and  that  in  B  itself  the  entire  discussion  on  the  Halakah  of  the  heart  is  con- 
cluded in  no.  8.  The  former  emendation  is  therefore  preferable.  E.,  aware  of 
the  difficulty,  emends  DM23  in  two  places  to  ami.  This  is  inadmissible,  for 
mil  does  not  occur  in  Eldad's  ritual  at  all,  the  reference  to  it  in  no.  10  being 
an  interpolation  (v.  note  27). 

3<>  The  words  anpn  n!?J3  D«  pi  m»3  m  *bi  nt  3,pi  a^anp  'i»  r6  tsr  nxnn 
have  no  place  here  and  no  parallel  in  A.  They  are  inserted  as  a  quo- 
tation from  Tur,  Yoreh  Deah  §  36  m»3  m  «^»3  m  2p'3  a'fiinp  *w  nb  v*  rwnn 
•TVIW  1^13  jvtyn  Blip  1^J3  l^s«1  BrPJtf  l3p3M»  np.  Then  the  remaining  words 
r6iDfi  i«^  B«I  nnn  IIBJPI  nn^saa  n!?ij?  BKI,  seem  to  be  a  mere  repetition  of  the 
preceding  phrase  n^iBB  niDD  nnn  W  BKI  m»3  nnn  noj>  B«.  Their  purpose  is 
to  reestablish  the  connection  with  the  preceding  part,  which  has  been  inter- 
rupted by  the  interpolation  from  the  code. 

31  So  E.,  ed.  pr.  j^on. 

32  The  logical  connection  between  '131  J^>xn  BlpO  pn  «b  B«1  and  that 
part  of  the  paragraph  which  precedes  the  interpolation,  has  already  been 
established  by  E.  (p.  94  note  23),  who  says:  Blpttn  n«nna  133  *6  BKt? 

w««  by  pn  )ns  »b  i«  nnn  BE>  ws11  BK  niHi^i  w  pnab  ^  «Vi  j?"?sn  b*  npna 
Bipon  inijo  -j3  nn«  aio^n  pna^  }&ob  "b  n\Ti  Bipan.  Although  A  §  15  treats  of  a 
number  of  cases  of  coalescences,  and  of  other  conditions  which  are  not  taken 
into  account  in  our  recension,  nevertheless  no.  12,  in  its  entirety  seems  to  me 
to  be  merely  a  variant  recension  of  A  §  15.  The  present  juxtaposition  is 
sufficiently  vouched  for  by  parallels.  Compare  A  §  15:  \\»b  pin  )B1in  ,Tn 
•nine  nnn  n3  m>m  ____  JBHD  \vn  nm«  nnv  .....  pnaV  IT  B-'JS'1  a«i  .....  n«nn 
----  ^3M^i  Kin.  The  end  of  no.  12  '131  BlpD  iniK  by  iV»  pnn  p  ^  seems  to  be 
based  on  Hullin  46  b. 


97 

nn«  nyn  «  an  DK  pa  v»  ^nen  p  nsnta        is(§ai) 
DM  ttjfo6  tonen  paii  /wo  IM^>  DMI 
to  wn  ^DB  DTfc6  npm  woo  •wtw» 
DMI  -wo  ton&ne  npV  mpn  DM  r63M»3  vn«  ^nn  marr 
83  /WO  "63  ^>in»n  !?Di  nsio  raja  tonon  apa  .toDD  aipn  p 
p  ^ay  DK  nn«  «^a  n«  -o  «j»i  «^  ino  nvten  p  nisntD        14  (§20) 
DM  Msten  ay  D^TMO  ^33  «4)ni«  pm  nnM  ^yo  nvVs  snty  npn  MW 
iM1?  DMI  n^3  3571^^  nmv  ni^  na  bij;^  ^  ^ten  ;n»  naas 


36  .noia  naj?3  'nyi  npna  "IBS  nj>  na-tspnty  K^a  pi  .t>sw  13  npf>ptD 

33  The  first  part  of  no.  13,  with  its  distinction  between  ruptures  of  the 
milt,  accompanied  by  the  emission  of  its  fluids  and  ruptures  without  such  an 
emission,  is  more  specific  than  A  §  21.  The  latter  simply  states:  ap'3  OKI 
in«  nsa  DK  ^  yuan  «^i  vaya  ^nen.  The  union  of  the  milt  with  the  (floating) 
ribs  and  the  reticulum  (concerning  2lp  v.  Gl.  s.  v.)  is  genuinely  Eldadic  and 
has  evidently  been  lost  in  A.  Both  recensions  have  in  common  ^nun  bo'i 
1^13.  But  while  A  (§  21),  contrary  to  Hullin  55  a  and  the  current  Halakah 
clearly  states:  Kin  "lino  vajo  ^inan  3ps3,  B  unmistakably  says  just  the  opposite, 
in  agreement  with  Hullin  I,  c.  nsio  vaya  ^inon  ap^a.  Unless  we  adopt  some 
pilpulistic  harmonization,  we  must  assume  that  the  text  in  B  has  been  worked 
over  under  the  influence  of  our  Halakah. 

3*  Ed.  pr.  irtK.  3»  V.  A  note  183. 

3«  The  two  halakot  onD  nn«a  nnp1?  cnsntj  nmay  n^a  o^s^tt  ni^an  OKI 
nBiB  13  tin«r\BO  ^>Biai  l»an  D»DOna»  are  both  lacking  in  A  §  20,  although  we  now 
possess  this  paragraph  on  iT^a  in  no  less  than  three  texts.  It  is,  therefore, 
more  than  probable  that  the  two  halakot  quoted,  form  another  interpolation, 
taken  from  Tur,  Joreh  Dedh  §  44,  where  we  read  D^B  [ni^an]  on  OKI 
intta  I^SK  nnp^  .nsitt  ownm  D-DI  I^BH  IK  omap  an  DK  ^SK  m»a  Q^\  o^a 
inspoa  DTK  tinK--  nKty  TV  n»an  ottDttnat?  "?3  -"ip^  Kin  m  ••KI  nsnB  ^na 
na^apnv  K^ia  na&  pi^n  nj>  pispn  n'-ai  '•ip^n  ywv  Kim  ^BUI  oooana 
mwa  ]K3B  in11  nsiB  ^aa  ^IBI  ^1B3  nj>  npi  nonaa  rpern  ^tapn  nasi  nsio 
n^awa  naajn  TJ?  oaai.  The  closing  words  'iai  na^Bpnw  »^3  pi  flatly  con- 
tradict the  parallel  halakah  of  A  §  20,  according  to  which  the  atrophy  of  a 
kidney  to  the  size  of  a  mustard  seed  ("?1"in)  or  a  lentile  (n»nj>),  does  not  render 
the  animal  unfit  for  food,  whereas  in  our  text  such  a  condition  is  not  per- 
missible. Furthermore,  the  measures  in  A  §  20  are  b*nn3  and  nunj>3,  while 
here  we  find  the  Talmudic  measures  "?1B3  and  33JJ3.  There  can,  therefore,  be 
no  doubt  that  our  text  is  worked  over  either  directly  on  the  basis  of  Hullin  55  b  : 
rrwa  aaj>3  ij?  noaa  bisa  nj>  npna  na^apni?  K^ian  or,  what  is  more  likely, 
according  to  Tur  1.  c.  In  general  no.  14  follows  the  Tur  very  closely  in  the 
arrangement  of  its  subject  matter  (cf.  Tur,  I.  c.). 

If  the  above  suggestion  is  correct,  —  that  the  words  nnn  nnxa  nnp1? 
•1B1B  13  tin«n»3  bB131  l»an  DODOna»  do  not  go  back  to  Eldad,  but  originate 
in  an  interpolation  from  the  Tur,  then  the  agreement  of  Eldad  with 
Maimonides,  (Yad,  Hilkot  Shehitah  Vin,  26)  in  the  explanation  of  Knip1?, 
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15  (§16) 

ss.nsiB  pra  mbnin  nvnj^x  nanwa»  nona  nNSD  DM 

16  (§  17)  s^flw  m»3  rmo^  na-D-iND  n^na  IN  n"pa  TOK  mosyn  rrvap 

we  piw  .mera  iDipoa  TBIJJ  nsyn  pwi  ntyeto  nnaiaiKD  "nt?: 
f>ir>   40i?p3T>  TPCP  row  oipr  CP  PPTC  -jppi  if>  PVTC  cTip  OP  sir 


TD  inni  n      n^Tin  pap    tsity  nona 

«.ni»a  DH 

opi 


which  Epstein  (p.  94  note  27)  pointed  out,  is  merely  apparent.  There  is  no 
reason  for  presupposing  a  common  source  for  the  two  in  some  lost  explanation 
of  Hal.  Ged. 

37  The  subject  here  is  Eldad. 

38  No.  15  again  contradicts  A  §  16,  where  the  strange,  but  thoroughly 
Eldadic  proposition  is  set  forth  that  broken  ribs  do  not  render  the  animal 
unfit  for  food,  if  the  numbers  remaining  unbroken,  are  equal  on  both  sides. 
The  same  principle  is  found  with  regard  to  the  lungs,  A  §  9b.   There,  in  the 
same  way,  an  equality  in  the  number  of  lobes,  whether  there  be  two  or  three 
on  each  side,  is  insisted  upon.    Contrast  with  this  the  principle  set  forth  here 
in  no.  15:  nsne  pm  n^vun  •Tnijto  •nanwitf  nona  which  agrees. with  our 
Halakah,  Hullin  52b  and  the  Codes.  This  is,  no  doubt,  due  to  revision  under 
the  influence  of  Hullin  and  the  Codes.   Here  too  E.  makes  a  farfetched  attempt 
at  harmonization,  v.  p.  123  note  14. 

39  Ed.  pr.  'fiNi.  40  Sic  ed.  pr. 

*l  The  words  "O1  in»  K2H33,  have  no  parallel  in  A.  Their  similarity 
with  fur  1.  c.  §  55  end — the  beginning  of  that  §  we  have  already  noted 
under  no.  9* 2  (v.  note  26)— nn-fi  iriN1?  IN  D"nn  n»j?i  QN  JNT  \w  TOW  NSDJ 
D'Tlta  n»J?i»  JHT3  lint?  noon  nipO  OX  has  been  noted  by  Reif.  I.  c.  Since  this 
passage  is  an  interpolation  from  Tur,  it  can  neither  be  the  source  of  the  same 
Halakah  in  Sefer  ha-Terumah,  as  E.  p.  95  note  31  maintains,  nor  can  it  be 
the  source  of  Tur  I.  c.,  as  Reif.  held. 

«  Ed.  pr.  rrto,  E. 

43  This  halakah  has  no  parallel  in  A.  There  is,  however,  no  evidence 
to  militate  against  its  genuiness. 

**  Sic  ed.  pr. 

*s  This  Halakah,  on  an  animal,  whose  skin  has  been  abraded,  which  is  no- 
where mentioned  in  A,  is  given  on  the  basis  of  Hullin  55b  as  represented  in  one 
of  the  codes,  probably  Tur  1.  e.  §  59:  DIN  'T3  p  nilj?  *?3  B»B1»  Nini  miDN  m^in 
m»3  j^D2  na  nn"n»i  OKI  ^in  n<  hy  \*i.  The  only  unusual  phrase  in  our  text 
is  the  measure  njnro  for  the  usual  J^D3.  Nevertheless  it  seems  questionable 
to  me,  whether  the  original  Eldad  text  contained  any  provision  whatsoever  on 
this  subject.  At  least  we  can  find  no  evidence  of  it  in  A. 
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n»p  -an  by  bfiat?  *|ij?  pi  ,T>i3K  ipDiru  KDP  »inb  »••  ,1133  nipett  nbBJ»  nom          19  (§  24) 
46.n&io  1Kb  OKI  m»3  Db3&  nnbt?  KTI  OKI  niBiBn  bsa  pvnb  -p">* 

tsjtto  1ST  VIBDB  "jnm  -iw  ty  ^KT  ^Bi  ino  maa  ntaun 

KTTin  K^I  ino^Kn  IK  imsi  iwn  IBJJI  nnssn  IK 

1  IK 


-QT  any  "1:1  --^      m     ,TPD  n^nn  "imeoi  njn  n^n 


III. 


in1?  «s^  49vsnn  pin1?  JCP  vsm  D^sn  vsn 


mo11  D«I  »im«m  wan»n  '•n  Kim  5«'T    y    yi  ••n     v  uea  Kr         b(§32a) 

imntaD  IBM  nC5sn^  nWn  nma 


46  Here  again  the  original  text  which  corresponds  to  A  §  24  (animals 
that  have  suffered  a  fall)  has  been  replaced  by  a  reading,  quite  similar  to  that 
of  Tur  I.  c.  §  58:  KO»  \*w\n  ....  1131?  nbsitf  IK  ni33  1310  r6&}ts>  noro 

HBIB  1Kb  OKI  niw3  nisiB  n'">  bsD  nnbtf  K^n  DK  ,bbnn  bs  nils  iniK 

47  This  halakah  also,  being  without  a  parallel  in  A,  is  certainly  an  inter- 
polation taken  rather  from  Tur,  1.  c.  §  60  than  from  Misnah  Hullin  58  b. 
It  is  to  be  remembered  that  §§  58  and  58  of  the  Tur  have  been  used  in  the 
two  preceding  sections  (nos.  18*  and  19)  of  the  Responsum. 

48  There  follows  in  ed.  pr.  IB  IK  after  VB3  IK,  evidently  a  mere  ditto- 
graphy  of  the  latter. 

49  Sic  ed.  pr.  so  E.  supplies  vbn  after  "I. 

51  No.  21  b  is  not  free  from  difficulties.  If  intsntyn  be  taken  in  the  sense 
of  a  command  ("thou  must  slaughter  it,  if  thou  wilt  eat  it")  and  if  'T  by  1»j? 
correspond  to  the  usual  technical  term  j!plp  V'y  onsn  of  Hullin  75b,  then  the 
text  of  no.  21  b  flatly  contradicts  that  of  A  §  32a,  for  in  A  §  32a  a  nplpB  p 
is  unconditionally  exempt  from  the  requirement  of  nBTlttf,  while  here  rtB'ntP 
is  required  for  a  njNpB  p,  as  soon  as  he  sets  his  foot  on  the  ground.  Again  the 
clause  nb^bn  riKD  which  contradicts  A  §  32  a,  limits  the  dispensation  in  the 
case  of  a  nyipB  p  from  ne^rw  to  the  one  night  in  which  he  was  born.  The 
present  text  of  no.  21  b  is  unquestionably  influenced  by  our  halakah. 

Of  course,  it  would  be  easy  enough  to  harmonize  the  two  texts  by 
eliminating  the  ungrammatical  nb'bn  DK13  and  by  taking  inentwi  in  the  sense 

of  "thou  mayest  slaughter  him."    But  such  harmonization  is  not  our  task. 

7* 
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22  (§  37)  V1D31    Wl    HK    fBBM   "6    ttlfiKI    ptoBH    Hf    ty    iniK    tt^KP    Tljn  R,  0. 

68.553  oc  '»f>e  0»p  tf   57-^y  -Q  ;w  *)SJ;D  y"?D  DipDn  DNI   s 
np11  "law  pi  p  jranrr  pan  m  ian  i^>  "io«i 


52  Hebrew  translation  of  Hullin  109 b  HTlia  ]h  «n»  «3Dni  ]"?  1D«T  !?3;  A 

§  32c  has  in«  D^poa  nn^»  n^nn  ,n2pn  ini«  nnnn  n»«  ^21.   Of.  also  Lev.  Rob., 
Deut.  Rab.  and  Tanhuma,  as  quoted  on  p.  76  notes  385  a  and  387  a. 

53  Cf.  Yalkut  Schimoni  on  Ps.  CXLVI,  7  (s.  v.  oniDK  n^no  'n):  nnaa  '•> 
n^n  "iio-'X  nnn  ,^  vnnn  1^  TnoKO  na  nnn  jru  "\  own  pnv  m  «n«  "n  '•?  '-i^ 
nine  f\b»  nnna  niona  nona  nio'K  nnn  pina  «\ij>  rt  msiy  niD'N  nnn  pinu  in  ^n11!1?. 
A  does  not  have  this  pregnant  form  of  antithesis  with  nnn. 

54  Hullin  1.  c.;  Midr.  Tanhuma,  Shemini,  ed.  Buber,  p.  15b  (which  has 
also  ^ino  besides  n32,  v.  A  note  387 a). 

55  Hullin  1.  c.;    Yalkut  Shinioni  I.  c.;  Lev.  Rab.  XXII,  10;    Yalkut  ha- 
Machiri.  on  P*.  CXLVI,  7  ed.  Buber  p.  142 a.    Frankl  found  in  this  passage 
which,  as  it  reads  now,  is  closely  patterned  after  Hullin  I.  c.,  an  additional 
proof  that  Eldad  "in  his  attempt  to  inculcate  the  belief  that  Joshua  had 
received  from  Moses  a  remark  of  Jalta  (the  wife  of  R.  Nahman),  was  a  mere 
impostor,  playing  on  the  credulity  of  his  contemporaries".    (M.G-.  W.J.  1873 
p.  489.)    But  Frankl  failed  to  remember  first,  that  the  same  thought  appears 
in  A  §  32  c  in  a  form,  independant  of  the  Talmudic  version  and  second,  that 
this  form  of  contrast,  although  used  in  Hullin  I.  c.  by  Jalta,  is  not  original 
with  her.     According  to  Yalkut  ha-Machiri  and  Yalkut  Shinioni  I.  c.,  this 
antithesis  was  already  used  by  as  old  an  authority  as  R.  Me'ir,  in  whose  name 
R.  Aha  and  R.  Bisni  transmit  it.    In  Lev.  Rab.  1.  c.  it  is  ascribed  to  Jonathan 
[ben  Eleazar,  a  Palestinian  Amora  of  the  third  century],  and  in  Deut.  Rab. 
IV.  6  to  the  ]32T.    From  what  has  been  said,  it  is  evident  that  this  old  form 
of  contrast  was  not  necessarily  borrowed  by  Eldad  from  Hullin  109  b. 

56  Lev.  XVH,  13.    0  omits  the  whole  clause  from  beg.  to  najn,  which 
is  due  to  the  Responsum  form  and  has  instead  simply  J?»irv  1»K  tiy. 

57  0  IDJ?  NXtt  «!?»  ybD  mpoa  rrn  DK.  The  word  fpyo  after  J>"?D  in  R,  which 
is  wanting  in  O,  might  be  the  gloss  of  a  reader  or  copyist  who  had  yho  *VJ?D, 
Judges  XV,  8. 11,  in  mind.  «pj?D  p!?0  as  it  reads  now,  makes  no  sense  at  all. 

ss  O  omits  1BJ?  or  "<tm  D'Q  IK;  A  §  37  (T-S)  likewise  fails  to  take  this 
case  into  consideration. 

59  O  omits  the  entire  clause,  which  again  is  due  to  the  Responsum  form: 
Thus  0  reads :  ri2i  vbj>  -i»«  V-nsn  np"  isj?  NSC  *bv  yho  oipoa  rrn  DM  ywn*  no«  nip. 

59*    V.   Gil.  8.  V. 
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p  nanaa  «vn»«a  msnon  teai  "neiaai  wpn  jwatwn       23  (§35, 

rrna  74<i}w  '"nipon  «na 

rrn 


ana  nt  ^«  sojpp  IN  tw»  tf  awi  'i»  n    BW  im        24  (cf. 


TBD  vnpyn  w  s^noiobipm  ina^ian  IK  vrrtoin  IK 
nn«  i 


eo  0  Din»'i.  6»  O  tt.  62  o  omits  ^non  n« 

ss  o  no:n.  «*  O  omits  onn  n«.  e»  o  pai. 

66  O  omits  1J1XT3  and  inserts  totto  instead. 

67  O  omits  iw«.  «8  o  nsyn  oipfi^.  69  O  noaai. 

">  In  Edelmann's  excerpts  from  cod.  Oxford  78123  our  Halakah  is 
found  in  a  recension  which  at  times  agrees  with  R,  at  times  literally 
with  0.  -piaai  din  n«  12  nostsi  ^nsn  np11  nsj?  ^K»  Dipaa  «in»  m« 
i  nD3bi  isj?n  mpts^  ^naa  n»«  mn  T^IDI  (=  0)  tewi  mn  MCJ-S  ^j? 
'BO  wan  nwe  "so  yenn'  -IOIK  pi  p«J  ne»  a->^  D'eawn  niwy  in^w  iann  nt 

7»  0  omits  noiiai.  72  O  omits  «in.  73  o  na!?. 

73a  St.  (/.  c.  p.  300  note  2)  without  any  justification,  emends  to  ilp'1?;  v. 
the  parallel  text  A  §  38. 

74  O  I'K*.  "  O  i6».  76  o  nate. 

77  3"?nw.  78  o  omits  Kin. 

7«  B  condenses  the  three  paragraphs  35,  36,  38  of  A  into  one:  nvawa 
Dsyn  corresponds  to  A  §  35,  noiia  to  §  36  and  nunan  hm  to  §  38.  The 
omission  of  noiin  inO  (v.  note  71)  may  be  due  to  the  fact  that  0  had  §  35 
still  in  a  comparatively  complete  form  before  him,  but  that  for  some  reason 
he  failed  to  copy  it.  For  a  fuller  discussion  of  this  point  v.  supra  pp.  23  et  seq. 

so  E  reads:  D'»tn  "3»  Dnb  vrv  *yijn  n'H  nona.  This  is  certainly  not  the 
original  reading.  Part  IV  of  this  ritual  deals  with  nTl  (and  *]1J?),  and  not 
with  nena.  From  A  §  27  it  appears  that  the  Halakah  on  n^WKl  'J»  rb  »"»  nena 
(nawo  nona)  is  identical  with  that  on  0'wxi  "j»  nb  w  n-'n.  As  the  wv  nena 
D'WKI  '3»  nV  of  A  §  27  is  not  represented  in  B,  it  is  quite  possible  that  a 
reader  or  copyist  wished  to  supply  the  omission  by  inserting  here  the  words 
nena  IK.  *)1J>  IN  may  be  part  of  the  original  text.  It  affords  a  transition 
to  the  next  paragraph  which  deals  with  *)1JJ.  8i  O  omits  1Bn»n  one  nt  '«. 

82  R  omits,  owing  to  a  homoioteleuton  (nBO1?—  ntJO^),  the  whole  clause 
nee1?  ton  IWN  ^«e»n  twnn  nn«  nB"n»a  nn^w  eint^i. 

sa  0  wntwi  IN  wo-nn  DM.    E  and  O  inomn,  not  inomn,  cf.  note  2  a. 

8*  O  inoeVpni,  R  inoieblpn  IN,  showing  a  later  revision  of  the  text,  v. 
note  15. 

85  Sic  R,  ed.  pr.,  O  omits  the  whole  passage  from  IBO  to  ineun 

86  O  DNl.  87   0  l"?N  !?3B.  88   Q 
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26(§84san«  92^  aiirn  jmT  9°^»«  to  89^  'aao  in« 
and  [40])  ge^onf?  pro  9&TDo  ^«i  a^Dnna  msijn  nvn 

D*IBB  TOD  *p'K  w:n  ytJMJT  i^  in  9 '. iinen  pi  Kaon  p 
ma  ntyo  r«  D^>IKI  Kin  nDis  D*IBD  Tntn  i1?  'o«  ma  ntyoi 

DN  TTO,   9'»Krr  m  pD  ypirp  wy\  £  nnn  .QiNriB  DTIDBM  '}« 

98ino  nisiyn  (Tna  nt 
DM  ianw  nn«»a  ITS 

nn« 


8»  0  omits  from  the  beginning  to  K3.          •«  O  ^>SN.          9i  (? 
92  0  omits  1^.  a3  0  omits  V"»  'in«. 

9*  0  omits  from  onra  nisiyi  nrn 

•6  o  omits  ^•nr6  i"io<iD.  97 

»7*  £«.  i?r.  «3^  (E.),  but  later  KH*  (v.  note  101). 

98  0  consistently  omits  the  entire  passage,  dealing  with  rpn  'WD,  from 

b  niM  to  WD  niBlJ>2,  since  the  rrn  ^O'D  have  already  been  dealt  with  by 
O,  v.  A  §  34.  «9  O  ifi*. 

100  0  omits  ywin"  13^1.  101  O  has  11DD  after  «n\ 

ioi«  ^ic  ed.  fir.,  probably  a  misprint  for  vniNTin. 

102  0  inverts  the  order  of  succession,  reading:  nxaiD  nn«  «•?«  iV  V«  °« 
(so  Jell.;  Neubauer  reads  nnia,  v.  E.  p.  136  note  7)  roaw  nn«  ib  »>  OKI  HOB 
">WB  nn«  !?J>.  The  doubtful  nS3B  ought,  most  probably,  to  be  read  nSU.  The 
text  may  be  defective  and  may  originally  have  read  as  follows:  tih»  ib  \>&  D« 
lints  nriK  hy  nsew  nn«  ib  »^  DKI,  KCB  [n«nio  IN]  rreu  nn«.  This  emendation 
is  based  upon  a  passage  in  the  Sefer  ha-Mizwot  of  Daniel  al-Klumsi,  published 
by  Harkavy,  Studien  und  Mittheilungcn  VIII,  Zur  Geschichte  des  Karaismus 
tmd  der  Karaischen  Literatur,  Petersburg  1903  p.  187,  which  reads  :  ni«  oblKl 
11  3  pnn  n«ta  .ninixa  N^I  nio»2  nis  p  ^v  .ono  nann  «OB  «)ij>  ni«s  nine  *\ij? 
Kim  'M-  Vy  mt  121  line  «in  p  IK  p  niK  ib  I»K  *iij?  ^D  nsnnn  *?3 
Kin  p  K^>i  ^3K^  nnits  nsni  nKin  1^>  I»K  «\ij>  ^3  TDIK  tyi  .13^0  mn 

"3  D"3»in  nn  ^  o-'nna  *nv  nn  nsiai  nK-ion  ^  D"3»in  nni   .ntsK11  nj?n3  K'JI 


,  ,      , 
Kin  ]3  K^I  [AJJo^swj  dLoJli']  n^sini  nsaKp  K\T  nsiai. 

nKlta  and  nsii  are  the  two  crops  (the  upper  and  the  lower)  in  certain  birds. 
Such  is  the  view  not  only  of  the  author  whom  Daniel  al-I£umsi  here  opposes, 
but  also  of  Saadia,  who  renders  Lev.  I,  16  with  the  words  jflo  nnbsin  ytri 
nnoJNp  (v.  his  Oeuvres  Completes,  ed.  Derenbourg,  vol.  I  (1893)  p.  144  and 
Harkavy  /.  c.  note  6),  ^Lo^sw  being  the  upper,  and  A^aJlS  the  lower  crop  or 
the  gizzard  (cf.  also  Abba  Jose  ben  Hanan's  view  in  Sifra  on  Lev.  I,  16  and 
Mishnah  Zebahim  64b  :  nap  ppiip  ^BUI  [nKitsn  nK]  nboia.  13piip  here  may 
refer  to  the  second  crop  as  well  as  to  the  gizzard,  v.  Jastrow  8.  v.  II,  p.  1344; 
Dalman,  Wb.  p.  374). 

The  authority  whom  Daniel  al-Kumsi  here  controverts,  is,  most  likely, 
Eldad  whose  view  might  have  found  acceptance  by  others,  hence  n^3twn  Qm 
'13V  For  Eldad  clearly  states  that  the  sign  of  purity  for  birds  consists  in 
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that  they  have  two  crops  (not  as  E.  p.  98  arbitrarily  interprets  the  text  OX 
KDB  nn«  »b*  ^  VN  DM  nine  nn«  *?y  rosw  nn«  vrwus  viv  to  mean  one  crop 
and  a  gizzard)  and  that  the  contents  of  the  one,  t.  e.  the  upper  crop  "flow" 
into  the  other,  t.  e.  the  lower  crop. 

Among  frugiverous  birds,  only  in  pigeons  is  the  second  enlargement  of 
the  oesophagus  sufficiently  developed  to  be  properly  called  a  "second  crop" 
(t>.  Gegenbauer,  Vergleichende  Anatomic  II.  Theil,  Vom  Vorderann).  There 
can,  therefore,  be  no  doubt  that  Eldad  believes  that  pigeons  are  the  only  birds 
or  fowl  that  may  be  eaten,  probably  because  they  were  the  only  fowl  offerings, 
brought  in  the  Temple.  The  same  view  is  held  by  the  older  Karaites,  such 
as  fAnan  (v.  Harkavy  1.  c.  p.  67),  to  whom  the  Karaite  Aaron  ben  Joseph  traces 
the  distinguishing  characteristics  of  "clean"  birds:  oai  "nan  *hz  D^on  «|KW 
TTTHSN  ^3KO,  which  are  taken  from  pigeons  (v.  Aaron  ben  Elijah,  Gan  'Eden, 
'Inyan  Shehitah,  chap.  II,  ed.  Goslov  p.  82b  col.  b;  Adderet  Elijahu,  clnyan 
Shehitah,  chap.  VII,  ed.  Odessa  (1870)  p.  lllb,  col.  a),  Benjamin  Nahawendi 
(Harkavy  1.  c.  p.  179),  Daniel  al-Kumsi  (ib.  p.  188)  and  others).  The  later 
Karaites  are  much  more  liberal  and  permit  the  use  for  food  of  all  the  wild 
and  domestic  fowls,  not  mentioned  in  the  Bible  as  "unclean",  so  long  as  it  is 
possible  to  identify  them  on  the  basis  of  tradition.  Attacks  on  the  validity 
of  the  characteristics,  accepted  by  the  Talmudists  or  Rabbinic  Jews,  for 
distinguishing  clean  from  unclean  fowl,  are  Karai'tic  (cf.  'Adderet  Eliahu  I.  c. ; 
Gan  Eden  1.  c.;  Neubauer,  Beitrdge  zur  Geschichte  des  Karderthwns  p.  43 
(Hebrew  Part)  no.  6;  Emunah  Amen  ed.  Goslov  1846  p.  40  a  etc.). 


APPENDIX. 


I. 

The  most  authentic  or,  more  properly,  the  only  authentic 
account  of  Eldad  and  of  the  Four  Tribes  is  the  Kairwan  Epistle 
to  Gaon  Zemah  [ben  Hayyim],  preserved  in  the  Responsum.  The 
study  of  the  Halakic  part  of  the  Responsum  has  proved  con- 
clusively that  the  text  of  the  editio  princeps  is  considerably 
removed  from  the  original.  Many  passages  of  the  original  have 
been  changed  in  substance  and  in  style,  and  a  number  of  inter- 
polations have  been  introduced  from  various  sources — notably 
from  the  TUT  of  Jacob  ben  Asher.  Some  of  the  interpolations 
are  as  late  as  the  first  half  of  the  fourteenth  century.  In  view 
of  the  fortunes  of  the  Halakic  part  of  the  Responsum  text,  we 
may  presume  that  the  non-Halakic  part1  has  fared  no  better. 
This  general  presumption  is  confirmed,  wherever  we  are  able  to 
compare  the  non-Halakic  parts  of  the  editio  princeps  with  parallel 
texts,  strikingly  so  confirmed  for  the  portion  of  the  text  con- 
tained in  the  recently  discovered  Genizah  fragment  to  the  exa- 
mination of  which  this  Appendix  (I)  is  devoted. 

The  Genizah  fragment  is  the  T-S  Loan  94,  University  Library 
of  Cambridge.  It  consists  of  two  leaves  of  paper,  16,5x12  cm. 
Leaf  1  contains  16  lines  recto  and  14  lines  verso;  leaf  2  contains 
12  lines  recto,  and  13  lines  verso.  It  is  written  in  an  early 
Oriental  cursive  script.  Its  date  cannot  be  later  than  the  thir- 
teenth century. 

The  fragment  contains  a)  the  end  of  the  Epistle  to  the  Gaon 
(leaf  1),  and  b)  a  passage  of  equal  length  from  the  middle  of 


1  An  English  translation  of  the  legendary  part  of  the  Responsum  was 
published  by  Neubauer  in  JQB  I  pp.  104  et  seq. 
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the  Gaon's  reply  (leaf  2).  It  thus  preserves  about  one-eighth 
of  the  entire  Responsum  text.  The  inner  quire  is  unfortunately 
missing.  The  text  contained  in  the  Genizah  fragment  corre- 
sponds to  the  following  sections  in  the  editio  princeps  (v.  above 
p.  17  note  58): 

1.  a)  The  Epistle  to  the  Gaon,  ed.  Epstein  p.  5  no.  7  1.  2 — 
p.  6  no.  9  1.  3  =  ed.  Muller  p.  18  nos.  7—9.     b)  The   reply   of 
the  Gaon,  ed.  E.  p.  7  no.  16  1.  2— p.  8  no.  17  1.  1  =  ed.  Mil. 
p.  19  no.  16— p.  20  no.  18. 

The  text  of  the  Genizah   fragment  is   further  paralleled  in 
two  other  texts,  to  be  described  below  (see  2  and  3). 

2.  Codex  Oxford  MS.  Hebr.  d.  11  fol.  62 b— 63b,  Catalogue, 
by  Neubauer  and  Cowley  (Oxford  1906)  II  No.  2797  1,  n,  publish- 
ed by  Muller  (pp.  18 — 19) 2.   This  contains,  however,  only  the  end 
of  the  epistle  to  the  Gaon,  that  is  only  about  as  much  as  is 


J  Professor  Muller  has  used  the  above  mentioned  Oxford  MS.  as  a 
source  for,  at  least,  three  excerpts.  He  has,  however,  failed  to  indicate  the 
page  in  the  MS.,  from  which  he  quotes,  an  omission  which  is  the  more  serious 
in  view  of  the  bulk  of  this  Oxford  codex  (377  folios).  These  excerpts  are  : 

1.  Parts  of  the  Responsum.    These  are  reprinted  on  pp.  16  et  seq.  of 
Miiller's  work.    It  is  surprising  that  there  is  no  mention  of  the  Responsum 
in  the  detailed  description  of  the  contents  of  this  MS.  in  the  Catalogue,  by 
Neubauer  and  Cowley  /.  c.    Can   it  be  that  Muller  is  mistaken  in  regard  to 
his  source? 

2.  The  legend   of    the  Bene  Mosheh,   in   Miiller's  work  published   on 
pp.  27  et  seq.  =  MS.  fol.  62 b — 64 a.    Miiller's  vague  reference  to  "Cod.  Ox- 
ford 2"   is   evidently  to   our  MS.     By  the  equally  vague  reference  to  "Cod. 
Oxford  1"  (ib.)  he  evidently  means  codex  Oxford  2399  which  he  mentions  on 
the  preceding  page  (26).  Here,  too,  Muller  fails  to  give  the  page  of  the  MS., 
from  which  his  quotation  is  taken  and  even  the  number  (2399)  of  his  Manu- 
script seems  incorrect,  for  neither  Steinschneider  in  his  detailed  description 
of  the  contents  of  this  manuscript  (in  Ha-Mazkir,  1871,  p.  37)  nor  Neubauer 
in  his  Catalogue  (I  p.  842)  makes  any   mention    of  the  passages  cited  by 
Muller. 

It  is  this  mysterious  "Cod.  Oxford  2"  which  Muller  uses  as  the  basis  of 
his  text.  Of  our  MS.  Hebr.  d.  11  (no.  2729,  l,n)  only  the  variant  readings  are 
given  in  the  notes.  There  is  another  codex,  MS.  Oxford  2287,  7  which  Muller 
should  have  used  for  the  legend  of  the  Bene  Mosheh.  This  codex  some- 
times follows  codex  Oxford  2399,  sometimes  our  codex  2729,  l,n. 

3.  The  so  called  Elhanan  Recension,  printed  by  Muller  on  pp.  41  et  seq. 
=  MS.  fol.  64b.    Muller  (ib.)  speaks  of  another  Oxford  MS.,  which  he  used, 
but  he  does  not  tell  us  anything  about  this  MS. 
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found  on  leaf  1  of  the  Genizah  fragment  (see  above).  The  other 
text  which  is  available  for  comparison  is  that  of  the 

3.  Shalshdet  ha -Kabbalah  of  Gedaliah  ibn  Yahya 
(1523—1588),  ed.  Venice  (1587)  p.  37b.  Here  11.  4—15  contain 
about  as  much  of  the  Epistle  to  the  Gaon  as  corresponds  to 
leaf  1  of  the  Genizah  fragment.  LI.  25 — 27  contain  only  the 
first  half  of  the  part  of  the  Gaon's  reply  which  is  preserved  on 
leaf  2  of  the  fragment,  the  text  breaking  off  in  Shalshelet. 

There  are,  thus,  three  texts  available  for  comparison  with 
the  text  of  the  Epistle  preserved  in  the  fragment,  and  two  texts 
for  comparison  with  the  first  half  of  the  passage  from  the  Gaon's 
reply.  Only  the  editio  princeps  preserves  the  text  corresponding 
to  the  second  half  of  this  passage. 

Although  comparatively  insignificant  in  extent,  these  frag- 
ments are  nevertheless  sufficient  to  prove  that  the  account  of 
Eldad  and  of  his  country  which  the  Gaon  received  from  Kairwan 
was,  as  yet,  unadorned  with  many  of  the  most  characteristic 
features  of  the  story,  which  now  form  part  of  the  Epistle. 
Thus,  for  instance,  the  Genizah  fragment,  which  has  preserved 
a  simpler  and  much  older  text  than  either  the  Cod.  Oxf.  or 
the  e^  pr.  or  the  Sh.,  warrants  the  doubt  that  Eldad  made 
any  specific  mention  of  the  Bene  Mosheh.  Its  version  makes 
it  probable  that  in  his  story,  as  in  the  earlier  Midrashim,  it  had 
been  the  Levites  and  not  the  "Sons  of  Moses"  who  refuse  to 
sing  the  songs  of  Zion  in  a  strange  land  and  are  saved  by 
the  interposition  of  a  cloud  from  the  wrath  of  their  captors  (v. 
note  on  leaf  1  recto,  1.  I).3 

In  other  points,  too,  the  Genizah  version  differs  from  the 
accounts  hitherto  known.  Here  the  Levites  do  not  carry  out  the 


3  Speaking  of  the  Bene  Mosheh  I  would  like  to  call  attention  to  a 
fragment,  published  by  A.  Harkavy  in  Ha-Gat  (Petersburg  1897)  p.  65,  which 
relates  the  travels  of  Jacob  ha-Nasi,  a  magician  who  lived  in  Susa  between 
1240  and  1276  C.  E.  Jacob  ha-Levi  asserts  to  have  visited  the  Bene  Mosheh 
in  the  land  of  Kush  and  to  have  received  from  their  prophet  the  power  to 
do  wonders  by  means  of  the  devine  name.  The  year  1276  C.  E.  is  given  by 
this  prophet  as  the  year  of  redemption  for  all  Israel.  Harkavy  calls  this 
fragment:  ^on  "n'w  r6ia  is  "]vn  •"in  bx  rrvan  ]tswa  tctwn  niyoo  TIBD. 

Herr  Kahan  informs  me  that  in  the  Siddur  Ashkenazi  ed.  Venice  1645  a 
Tirvn  T»  is  printed  with  the  following  heading,  n»B  '32  lipn  1WK  limn  V» 
inn  "imo  v'y  TIBD  px  !?«  join  DWDI  )VB20D  ini1? 
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act  of  self-mutilation  upon  which  they  have  resolved.  The 
divinely-sent  cloud  does  not  bear  them  through  the  air,  together 
with  their  wives,  their  children,  and  their  belongings,  on  their 
journey  to  ancient  Hawilah;  it  merely  conceals  them  from  their 
persecutors  in  their  flight  thither  (v.  I  recto  1.  7  et  seq,).  Eldad 
must,  therefore,  share  the  glory  of  inventing  the  story  of  mira- 
culous deliverance  through  the  agency  of  a  cloud  (v.  Epstein, 
Bereschit  Habbati  in  Magazin,  1888,  p.  83)  with  some  still  more 
imaginative  successor  to  whom  we  owe  the  development  of  the 
tale.  That  the  country  inhabited  by  the  "Sons  of  Moses"  is  free 
from  unclean  beasts  and  reptiles  is  another  feature  of  the  current 
legend,  which  is  absent  from  the  Genizah  version.  Similarly,  the 
most  marvellous  details  of  the  Sambation  story  are  missing. 
Instead  of  a  river  without  a  drop  of  water,  constantly  rolling 
down  a  flood  of  rocks  and  sand,  a  river  which  cannot  be  crossed 
so  that  the  inhabitants  living  on  its  banks  can  hold  communi- 
cation only  by  shouting  to  one  another,  the  Genizah  fragment 
tells  of  a  stream  the  flow  of  which  is  swift  enough  to  bring  down 
sand  and  rocks.  Whether  in  the  original  description  given  by 
Eldad  this  river  stops  flowing  on  the  Sabbath,  cannot  be  answered 
with  certainty  (v.  note  on  1  verso  1.  4),  but  the  words  "it  rests 
on  the  Sabbath"  (Pli  rOBOl)  are  strangely  omitted  from  the  Ge- 
nizah text. 

That  interpolations  crept  into  the  text  of  the  Responsum 
is  certain.  It  is  highly  probable  that  the  source  of  these  addi- 
tions was  the  developed  Eldad  legend.  The  Recension  of  the 
Eldad  legend  from  which  these  interpolations  were  drawn,  can 
no  longer  be  discovered.  It  is,  however,  significant  that  the 
Recension,  which  Miiller  designates  by  H.  (E.  pp.  55 — 60,  Mil. 
pp.  13,  30  et  seq-  53  et  seq.),  is  found  published  together  with 
the  Responsum  in  the  editio  princeps,  the  text  of  this  Recension 
preceding  that  of  the  Responsum,  (v.  note  on  1  verso  11.  11 — 12). 
The  mere  juxtaposition  of  these  texts  makes  probable  the  in- 
fluence of  the  one  on  the  other. 

The  fragment  serves  to  clear  up  the  text  of  the  Responsum 
at  several  points.  In  turn  light  is  thrown  on  the  fragment  by 
the  Cod.  Oxf.,  the  ed.  pr.  and  the  Sh.  These  three  texts  con- 
stitute one  related  group.  The  text  of  Cod.  Oxf.  is  less  trust- 
worthy than  that  of  the  ed.  pr. 

The   value   of   Sh.  as   a   source   has   not  been   sufficiently 


Ill 


appreciated.  Epstein  (p.  8)  did  not  deem  it  worthy  of  a  place 
outside  of  the  notes  and  he  pronounced  the  text  "corrupt".  The 
text  of  Sh.  is,  however,  more  accurate  than  that  of  the  Cod.  Oxf., 
and  in  several  respects  is  more  closely  related  to  the  Genizah  text 
than  either  the  Cod.  Oxf.  or  the  ed.  pr.  (v.  note  on  1  verso  11. 
10 — 11).  Moreover,  Sh.  contains  fewer  late  interpolations  than 
either  the  ed.pr.  or  the  Cod.  Oxf.  On  comparison  with  the  Ge- 
nizah fragment,  it  is  found  that  the  absence  of  these  interpolations 
cannot  be  attributed  to  the  intention,  or  to  the  carelessness  of 
the  copyist,  (cf.  preceding  reference).  The  significant  conclusion 
is  that  we  may  rely  on  Sh.  for  the  correction  of  the  ed.  pr.  even 
where  we  have  no  older  text  for  corroboration. 

The  comparison  of  the  following  passages  in  the  Sh.  and  the 
ed.  pr.  will  serve  to  illustrate  their  mutual  relation.  Where  the 
agreement  is  verbatim,  this  is  shown  by  spreading  the  type.  The 
numbering  of  the  sections  is  that  used  by  Epstein,  p.  6  nos.  11 — 16. 
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.10 


i     nso 

p  pnjp  tonn  )»  ijnotw  roan 
m  *n  h*  "t  IK  "IP  nne»  Kim  TO 
vn»  inne  D^nen  rm 
nans 
rn 

nt  nm  iinm  .11 
VVD   nnn  art? 


ntepa  11^  w 
inani  'tin 


pi 


anp 


11  m 

nnnn   pK   nnrnS 

iinn    aie    *?3 
nnai  ^  on5?  ^yini  (n 


p 


*  Text  not  clear.  Read:  \>&IS\0 
.....  lyxni  Vrt  iynm  nmo  E.  would 
leave  wnana  and  read  Win  instead  of 

;  Eeif.  (p.  287)  emends  1V1213  to 


a  nnfi»  imni  seems  to  be  omitted 
by  mistake,  cf.  the  Plural  forms: 
1*O  and  inon.  For  the  name  and  date, 
u.  Rapoport  in  Mafiberet  he-Aruk 
ed.  Stern  p.  XI  col.  a. 

b  Read 
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Ed.  Pr. 
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Disregarding  such  amplifications  of  the  Responsum  as  are 
mere  embellishments  and  add  nothing  of  consequence  to  the 
contents,  we  are  safe  in  saying  that  ini6  riifi^  iy  PTpan  IID"1  )D1 
rat?  YD^>  311p  in  no.  11  is  a  gloss.  As  Reifmann  (p.  287)  has 
pointed  out,  these  words  have  no  logical  connection  with  the 
preceding.  In  no.  12  the  words  IsyiDUi  ST  by  "11  rpirOD  IT  by  "l 
irTJiK  •'T  by  nm«  'iroSDK  ST  ty  rin«1  may  be  a  later  inter- 
polation, taken  over  bodily  from  *Eser  Galiyyot  (v.  Jellinek,  Bet 
Jia-Midrasli,  IV,  p.  133;  Griinhut,  Sefer  ha-Likkutim  III  p.  2). 
The  original  text  may  have  read  merely  m^i  nt?y  liTnin  UBn 
btilW*  iVl  This  reading  is  preserved  in  Sh.  The  source  of  the 
interpolator  is  probably  the  ancient  Seder  'Olam,  of  which  the 
1^1  fYP^J  ~\&y  was  as  integral  part,  (v.  R.  Hillel's  Commentary 
on  Sifre  II,  43,  ed.  Friedmann,  p.  82  a,  note  46;  cf.  Eatner, 
Mebo  leha-Seder  C0lam  Rdbbali  p.  123  and  Marx  in  Z.  f.  H.  B. 
IY  pp.  98 — 100  and  in  Steinschneider,  Geschichtsliteratur  p.  173). 
The  assumption  of  Epstein  and  others,  that  G-aon  Zemah  ben 
Hayyim  quoted  the  Midrash  'Eser  Galiyyot,  is  therefore  not  beyond 
doubt  (v.  Epstein,  p.  17,  note  15,  Ratner  1.  c.  p.  49,  Griinhut  I  c. 
p.  13,  p.  '2  note  1). 

In  no.  13  "O1  piPJl  i"»n  nffMff  n^pD  may  again  be  a  gloss 
amplifying  the  term  '1J"PB  "7.  It  is  conceivable,  however,  that 
these  words  are  genuine  and  that  it  was  the  purpose  of  the 
Gaon  to  demonstrate  the  truth  of  tradition  by  the  very  fact  that 
those  tribes  are  practicing  pin  which  is  not  mentioned  in  the  Bible. 

I  shall  not  attempt  to  decide  whether  the  concluding  sen- 
tence in  no.  14  '131  bll  tvnmb  IJTirw  )V31  is  an  interpolation  or 
not.  On  the  other  hand,  Reifmann  (I.  c.)  is  fully  justified  in 
suspecting  the  genuineness  of  no.  15.  This  section  is  undoubtedly 
an  interpolation,  based  on  Temurah  16  a.  Its  purpose  is  to 
prepare  the  reader  for  what  follows  and  to  impute  to  the  Gaon 
an  explanation  justifying  the  divergence  of  Eldad's  Ritual  from 
our  own.  The  same  motive  appears  in  the  other  interpolation 

mjw  wins  ana  *)^nm  *xr  nr  *rbxv  pirn  ^o  )w  noi1?  PM 

pa  nayan  *pnn  ni1C51  ed.  E.  no.  17  beginning;  cf.  also  note 
on  2  verso,  1.  3.  It  likewise  seeks  to  account  for  or  to  justify  the 
discrepancies  between  Eldad's  Halakot  and  the  current  Halakah. 
Evidently  the  reply  of  the  Gaon  was  later  found  weak  and  un- 
satisfactory on  this  point  and  consequently  the  attempt  was  made 
to  improve  it.  The  words  "TI^K  TIM  1BMff  "121  ^3  BHD^  )133  [W 
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TTiDn  at  the  end  of  the  Gaon's  reply  (ed.  E.  no.  17  end) 
may  likewise  have  been  added  for  this  purpose  (c/.  also  Reif- 
mann  I.  c.). 

In  these  instances  the  existence  of  parallel  texts  enables  us 
to  prove  that  the  non-Halakic  part  of  the  Responsum  has  under- 
gone alterations  and  suffered  from  interpolations  in  the  same  way 
as  the  text  of  the  Halakic  part.  There  is  therefore  ample  justi- 
fication for  doubting  the  genuineness  of  the  text  of  the  editio 
princeps  in  other  places,  where  this  cannot  be  proved  by  citing 
parallel  texts,  and  where  the  appeal  must  be  to  internal  evidence 
alone.  For  the  reasons  assigned  by  Reifmann  (p.  261),  the 
following  passage,  which  occurs  at  the  beginning  of  the  Epistle, 
is  of  doubtful  genuineness:  *6«  izhl  DnnBBH  1}^  (ed.  pr.  fa)  «"?1 
an  WBI  n'toiK  Wivw  ante  nn  ^  ana  nnib  "QJJD  TOK  Btj3e6 

BVflB?  (E.  p.  4  no.  1).  In  view  of  Eldad's  other  utterance  it  does 
not  seem  reasonable  to  attribute  the  statement  to  him  that  the 
Danites  recognized  the  supremacy  of  the  Gaon.  We  must  not 
forget  Eldad's  explicit  statements,  that  the  only  source  and 
authority  for  law  recognized  by  them  was  God,  Moses,  and 
Joshua;  that  they  did  not  know  of  our  Talmud,  and  could  not 
acknowledge  its  authority;  that  they  had  a  code  of  their  own, 
and  contrary  to  the  injunction  of  the  Talmud  (Sanli.  41  a)  and 
to  tradition  they  continued  to  practice  capital  punishment  in 
accordance  with  their  own  law.  This  would  cast  suspicion  on 
the  genuineness  of  the  words  at  the  end  of  the  Gaon's  reply: 

rvbsn  to  ty  -iron  nirewn  his  ron  by  n^tono  am?  Tito  lawi 
"131  VWP  nn  ns11  (E.  no.  18).  The  Epistle  does  not  say  anywhere 
that  the  Danites  pray  for  the  scholars  of  Babylon  or  for  the  Jews 
of  the  Diaspora.  The  only  place  which  may  possibly  be  construed  as 
an  allusion  to  such  a  practice  is  the  passage,  cited  above:  K^l 
nn  ^  ena  "vn^  inyfi  TOK  DH93B6  «to  n3^3  onnsan  Kb 
nn  VD^BI  n^3i«  inn«  (c/.  also  E.  p.  20  note  l).  The 
authenticity  of  this  passage  is,  however,  doubtful.  It  is,  therefore, 
not  improbable  that  the  entire  passage,  which  at  present  forms 
the  conclusion  of  the  Gaon's  answer  (no.  18),  is  an  interpolation. 
The  answer  of  the  Gaon,  in  the  original  text,  probably  ended 

with  the  words  nn«  i^aei  Tio^ns  p  mtPBa  p  KM  nns  n-nnni 
^nw  ton  (E.  no.  17). 

Further  examples  can  be  cited,  but  these  two  instances  suffice 
to  show  that  the  original  story  of  Eldad  is  hidden  by  a  thick 
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overgrowth  of  later  origin.  Once  this  is  pruned  away,  the  Res- 
ponsum  will  be  found  to  be  not  "a  stupid  forgery",  as  Reifmann 
thought,  but  an  authentic  historical  document. 

In  conclusion  a  word  on  Rappoport's  view  of  the  Responsum. 
In  discussing  the  text  of  the  Responsum  preserved  in  Sh.  he 
writes  (Mahberet  he-Aruk,  p.  XI,  col.  a) :  "There  were  two  Re- 
censions of  the  Responsum  of  R.  Zemah.  The  beginning  (sic) 
of  one  of  these  is  to  be  found  in  the  Sefer  Salshelet  ha-Kabbalah, 
the  other  recension  is  to  be  found  complete  in  our  Sefer  Eldad. 
In  my  opinion  both  are  translations  from  the  Arabic.  They  are 
divergent  at  many  points.  It  is  possible,  however,  to  correct 
many  mistakes  in  one  by  referring  to  the  text  of  the  other.  In 
several  instances  the  Recension  in  the  Sefer  Eldad  seems  to  be 
more  correct  etc." 

There  are,  however,  serious  objections  to  the  view  that  the 
ed.  pr.  and  Sh.  represent  different  recensions.  Comparison  with 
the  Genizah  fragment  reveals  characteristic  variations  and  cor- 
ruptions common  to  both,  the  ed.  pr.  and  Sh.  There  might  be 
more  justification  for  considering  the  Genizah  fragment  an  inde- 
pendent Recension,  for  the  differences  between  the  text  of  the 
fragment,  on  the  one  hand,  and  that  of  Cod.  Oxf.,  ed.  pr.  and 
Sh.  on  the  other  are  very  considerable.  Even  these  differences, 
however,  are  not  sufficient  to  warrant  such  an  assumption.  The 
points  of  divergence  admit  of  explanation  along  the  lines  indi- 
cated in  our  discussion  of  the  history  of  the  text. 

The  other  theory  of  Rappoport  that  Sh.  and  the  ed.  pr.  are 
different  translations  of  an  Arabic  original,  seems  to  be  equally 
untenable  (cf.  also  Steinschneider,  Die  Arabische  Literatur  §  26). 
There  is  not  a  single  feature  in  the  language  of  the  Responsum 
to  betray  an  Arabic  original.  On  the  contrary,  the  language  of 
the  fragment  is  a  simple,  natural  Hebrew,  a  comparison  of  which 
with  contemporary  style  leaves  no  room  for  doubting  that  the 
Responsum  was  originally  written  in  Hebrew  (v.  also  supra  p.  32). 

"With  these  general  considerations  we  turn  to  the  text  of 
the  fragment 

HEBKEW  TEXT. 

fol  1.  Recto. 

nr6  now  nrop  DM^H  tyi  Dirty         l 
warn  a*bn  noy  jvx  TPD  u1?  vr»         2 

8* 
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foil.  Recto. 

atop]  nan  rni  !?*6  BM^  3 

nn  *D  nnwn  arrniyMK  nna^  4 

ann  n-OD  u«n»  mynsK  anew  5 

T»  ann  nai  H^K  tnpaa  -rea  6 

m?jn  jnBri  wpm  raapna  JIKDB  7 

iynii  n«s^  antyi  Di  nipn  nn!?  8 

nn  IKS^-I  py  aaaw  9 

«ai  nonpn  n^^nn  10 

pyn  nay  TOK  aipaa  n  imi  mpo  11 

nn1?  ITB^DI  «inn  n^to  12 

nj;n  «inn  n^^n  iTn  ^  13 

ana  (sic)  mn  ^  nnsi  ^ni  nw  npaa  wni  14 

7,  wi  D^ani  a^rom  n^p^is  15 

in:  «inn  nyn  nns^ni  maijn  16 

otl.  Ferso. 


nmn  n^3«  ^ii  imx  ps  n^iy»  nni  2 

en  npn  p«  TV  ^im  3 

nmn  pinned  nj;  4 

pv  vrin-'no  naina^  py  5 

^  K"?I  6 

-pm  7 
8 

9 

B»JW  nnmtr  moipo  ntn  inia  vn       10 
pin  ^yrv  B^«  n^3ty-i  n^Ki  now        11 

12 

-'a  pnnn  itrsi  ni  '•Vnsi       13 
ay  vm  p  ^2  ^sw  isnpnii  i^»i       14 


/.2.  IJecio. 


nn«  mtro  bnn^  B^oanm         2 

3 
4 

5 

B^B^TO  i^m  nyo         6 
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fol  2.  Recto. 

rwii  nt  *np&3  pi  nn«         7 

s 
9 
pi^n  p^a  an  3ro3       10 

(sic)  WTOD  to  '13  pi          11 

rnainoi  roronDi       12 


/0J..2.  Verso. 

•pjvm  nniom  n^oyoi  i 

p»  ^D  n^piD^s  2 

Qino  •01  «vw  3 

nn«  )^«1  ii«so^  ^  4 

(read  «^«)  vfy\  D^oann  p  *)i^n  5 

im«  ponw  6 

si2i  n-'ons  7 

noi  nn^»  oiiinn  8 

n^  B''1  D^ai^n  ^D  9 

DJ;  »o^  1^»  fibrin  SD  10 

VTTD  D^ea»n  11 

«i  anp  ]w^a  12 

D3n  n^  -on  13 


NOTES. 

Leaf  1  ratfo. 

L.  1.  The  conclusion  of  the  preceding  page  is  missing.  Restor- 
ing it  in  accordance  with  the  editio  princeps  it  reads  n^i  SiriBO] 

"IDI  w\hn  by\  nn^by  [nation  nay  to^  b»rw  by  trrpon.  Here  as 

well  as  in  1.  2  the  text  speaks  merely  of  Levites,  but  the  ed.pr. 
and  Sh.  both  read  rWB  ^3  in  place  of  D"1^.  The  version  in  the 
Genizah  text  is  the  same  as  that  preserved  in  Pesikta  Rabbati 
on  Isaiah  XLIX,  14  ed.  Friedmann  p.  144  a.  The  Pesikta 
is  the  source  of  the  quotation  found  in  Midrash  Tehillim  on 
Psalm  CXXXVII,  ed.  Buber  p.  262  b  or  rather  in  Yalkut  ad 
Zoc.,  v.  ed.  Buber  note  1  on  Psalm  CXXII.  In  these  Midrashim 


118 

the  act  of  self-mutilation  is  attributed  to  the  Levites  and  not  to 
the  Bene  Mosheh.  There  is  evidence  of  direct  connection  between 
this  passage  in  the  Pesikta  and  the  reading  preserved  in  the 
text  of  Cod.  Oxf.,  the  words  "Onn  TB  (Mil.  p.  18)  and  the  con- 
cluding quotation  from  the  Bible  DK  (read  nan  ION)  ron  IIDK 
TB11  rDKTl  D^fcTP  "jrotyN  being  the  same  in  both.  It  is,  therefore, 
doubtful,  to  say  the  least,  whether  the  original  text  of  the  Epistle 
made  any  mention  of  the  Bene  Mosheh. 

This  doubt  is  not  removed  by  citing  the  reference  to  the 
Bene  Mosheh  in  the  answer  of  the  Gaon:  TTB1  D^SK  ntTB  ^a  "Dl 
ntait?  tman  V't  wnm  D^BIK  -pt?  -aw  nax  nn1?  *ypa  jvaaa 
'131  «ni  nw»  JWB  \n  u"ib  nsnaui.  In  the  first  place  the 

authenticity  of  the  text  at  this  point  has  not  yet  been  definitely 
proved.  The  words  rwa  "OH  in  addition  to  D^l^  would  seem  to 
be  a  gloss.  Moreover  the  substitution  of  the  nfc>B  "Si  for  Q^h 
in  the  reply  may  perhaps  have  originated  with  the  Gaon.  On 
the  other  hand  I  do  not  attribute  any  importance  to  the  omission 
of  the  Bene  Mosheh  episode  in  the  St.  Petersburg  fragment  (pt. 
IE  p.  10  1.  3 — p.  13  1.  3,  Mil.,  p.  48)  which  contains  a  recension 
of  our  Responsum.  The  omission  of  this  story  may  be  explained 
by  assuming  that  the  compiler  of  the  Eldad  legends  had  no 
interest  in  the  Halakic  parts  of  the  work  and  consequently,  stopped 
at  the  very  point  where  the  Halakah  begins,  overlooking  this 
legend,  which  comes  after  the  Halakic  part  of  the  Responsum. 
It  is  therefore  unnecessary  to  assume,  as  Miiller  has  done  (v. 
p.  51)  that  this  episode  was  missing  in  the  copy  from  which  the 
compilation  was  made. 

For  the  identification  of  the  "Sons  of  Moses"  with  the 
Levites  see  my  article  in  the  Jewish  Encyclopedia  s.  v.  "Moses, 
Sons  of"  (vol.  IX  pp.  59  et  seq.).  On  p.  59  in  the  first  para- 
graph of  the  second  column  the  reference  "Midrash  Eser  Galiyyot" 
ed.  Griinhut  in  Sefer  ha-Likkutim  ID.  pp.  13  et  seq.  should  be 
added. 

L.  3  et  seq.  DTOBQ  D,TnijnxN  ni"O^»  D'tPpna;  ed.  pr.,  Midrash 
I  c.,  Sh.  "IDT  orprnjDSK  inroi;  Cod.  Oxf. *  «nn.  The 

intention  merely,  is  presupposed  in  the  fragment  text;  all  the 
other  texts,  however,  assume  that  the  act  of  self-mutilation  is 
carried  out.  For  an  account  of  the  biting  off  of  a  finger  as  a 
theme  in  legend  see  Cassel,  Mischle  Sindbad  p.  18  note  1.  For 
the  phrase:  TBO  Dnn  D^3»  13*7W  niJDXK  cf.  Mishnah,Bikkurim  III.  4. 
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L.  6.  fly*,  ed.  pr.  "J^n  not  7NH  as  in  E.  p.  5  no.  7  and  in 
Mil.  p.  18. 

L.  7  —  10.  JttDS^  flypil.  These  words  are  missing  in  ed.  pr., 
Sh.  and  Cod.  Oxf.  (v.  Mil.  I.  c.).  It  seems,  however,  that  they 
form  part  of  the  original  text.  In  the  ed.  pr.  and  Sh.  the  epi- 
sode of  the  cloud  which  carries  the  Levites  away,  is  introduced 
abruptly.  In  the  Genizah  text  the  Levites  are  in  the  act  of 
fleeing  and  the  cloud  helps  them  only  to  the  extent  of  concealing 
them  from  their  persecutors  (11.  8—9).  This  version  is  the  same 
as  the  one  found  in  a  MS.  of  Midrash  Bereshit  Babbati  quoted 
by  Epstein  p.  43:  DfWi  tyl  Dirty  JTD31  pjtfl  IT  n^n  «a»  JV3 

iw  "TJ>  nWn  to  oa^im  »«  "naya  n"apn  on^  Y«m  Dmai  nrvnmi 

'131  Ipan.  The  Genizah  version  in  the  continuation  of  the  legend 
is  also  the  same  as  that  in  the  above  mentioned  Midrash.  In 
both  the  Levites  wander  on  foot  to  the  ancient  Hawilah  (1.  9  —  10). 
The  ed.  pr.,  Sh.  and  Cod.  Oxf.  add  the  more  miraculous  feature 
that  the  cloud  bears  them  thither  through  the  air:  DNt?3"i  pyn  Kai 

n^a  DP  DTnm  n'nrb  oa^im  onpai  Ditrai  nn^n«  DJ>. 

The  flight  episode  seems  to  be  part  of  the  original  form  of 
the  legend.  An  echo  of  it  is  found  in  the  epithet  Dir  B2P  which 
is  applied  to  the  Bene  Mosheh  in  the  various  recensions  and  tra- 
ditions (v.  Mil.  p.  35,  E.  p.  15).  The  origin  is  perhaps  to  be 
sought  in  an  attempt  at  an  etymology  for  Sambation:  (DiyaaP  = 
Diy  aa»).  This  conjecture  of  J.  Theodor,  Bereschit  Rabba  p.  93. 
Commentary  1.  13,  seems  to  be  confirmed  by  the  text  of  recen- 

sion H:  DP  ty  p  tnpai  ]r&ap  ^>mn  "?s«  D^in  iian  mm  M:M  niyi 
1'70  IDiP.  Compare,  however,  Neubauer,  Where  are  the  Ten  Tribes 
in  JQR.  I.  p.  101  note  2. 

L.  11.  '131  Dlpfia  n  mil.  This  detail  that  they  settle  in  the 
spot  where  the  cloud  rested,  is  modeled  after  the  Biblical  story  of 
Israel's  wandering  in  the  wilderness.  In  this  form  it  is  found 
only  in  the  Genizah  text.  It  may,  however,  be  an  interpolation 
even  in  T-S. 

L.  12.  DfrrnaK  Dn^  ns^DI.  This  is  missing  in  Sh.  and  Cod. 
Oxf.  In  the  ed.  pr.  it  is  amplified  into  tt^  nBD  ub  10« 


L.  13.    DJJ1  occurs  only  in  this  text. 

L.  14.  "DSI  ^na  11N  Ipan  1«"I1—  probably  an  allusion  to  Isa. 
IX.  1.  What  is  meant  by  a  great  and  "heavy"  light  which  they 
saw  in  the  morning?  Is  it  no  more  than  the  dawn?  In  Sh.  123 
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is  missing;  ed.  pr.  reads  ^Pi  instead  of  ")!«(?);  Cod.  Oxf.  reads 
133  &y~\  DP  rk*h  irHN3  IJJBPI.  The  variety  of  readings  would 
indicate  an  early  corruption  of  the  text  at  this  point. 

L.  14 — 15.  71  "KYI  D^Bni  D'TDrn  tfpTO  DH3  (sic)  rWl  ^3. 
This  passage  also  occurs  only  in  the  Genizah  text. 

L.  16  et  seq.    It  is  interesting  to  compare  the  texts  here. 

T-S 
im  Ninn  nj>3 


•him 


inan  nipo  n«  3310^ 


ed.  pr. 

nm  onb 


torn 


rn 


seems  to  be  an  early  scribal  error  for  3^Dm  or  3pni.  This 
error  was,  evidently,  in  the  copy  from  which  Sh.  was  made,  hence 
the  addition  of  D3S3D,  to  make  the  text  intelligible.  D^B  JTBH9  ^3 
in  Cod.  Oxf.  is  due  to  a  scribal  error.  The  words  occur  later 
in  their  proper  place.  In  E.  and  Mil.  the  reading  of  the  ed.  pr. 
is  incorrectly  given  as  ITtin  nK  Dr6  S'Wll. 

Leaf  I  verso. 

L.  1—2.  inw  ps  D^JHS  im  DP  rrn  vkv  mp».  The  river 
thus  created  for  itself  a  channel,  where  none  had  been  before. 
This  thought  is  contained  in  the  concluding  words  tih&  D1pB3 
D^iyo  Tli  tX?  nsn  which  are,  at  present,  incomplete  and  not  de- 
finitely related  to  their  context  in  the  ed.  pr.,  Sh.  and  Cod.  Oxf. 
L.  2—3.  ipn  VN  ip  ^m  nain  n^a« 
^tt  fly  Kinn  and  later 
Vim  Dsi38  yiatyn;  Sh.  "• 

;  Cod.  Oa;/.  D'B  ns^B  ^3  htm  Qsi3«  hhto  VFini.  Significant 
here  is  the  later  addition  of  D^B  (fiB^B)  ^3  in  ed.  pr.,  Sh.  and 
Cod.  Oxf.  Among  the  numerous  recensions  of  the  Edad  legend 
H.  is  the  only  one  in  which  it  occurs  again  (ed.  Constantinople 
1516 — 17  etc.  v.  Mil.  p.  12  and  p.  68).  Our  fragment  seems  to 
mean  no  more  than,  that  the  river  was  so  swift  that  its  waters 
brought  down  stones  and  sand.  The  Genizah  fragment  thus  proves 
that  Bacher's  conjecture  as  to  the  original  form  of  the  legend 
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was  correct,  v.  Bacher,  Agaddh  der  Tannait&n  I  2.  p.  291  note  1. 
Subsequently,  however,  legend  made  of  this  a  river  in  which  rocks 
and  sand  took  the  place  of  water.  This  is  the  idea  of  the  inter- 
polation D^O  (riB'to)  ^a.  It  is  doubtful  whether  the  words  ny 
Ipn  p«  (Job  IX,  10),  found  only  in  our  fragment,  form  part  of 
the  original  text. 

L.  3—4.  rain  pimo1?  iy  y&ty  toni  top  b  vm  (comp.  Ezra 
HI,  13).  Ed.  pr.  tons  topi  toi:i  t?jnn;  Cod  o*/.  to-n  »jra;  Sh. 
mtopl  »jn3.  What  follows  in  the  ed  #r.  ina  JMB  iTH  «^»V«» 
isBJa  rrn  tons  to?;  Cod  Ore/.  irrc»M3  rrn  toii  vn  JMB  K^KP  and 

/Sfo.  ttDiD  iTn  to"O  to  nn  1^D«  Dty  n\1  I^Kt?  is  manifestly  a  later 
insertion. 

L.  4—8.  toy  «to  ^nyi  py  vnwao  sninD^i  ]tyj;  *6»rp 


nwo»n  p  stwn  DV  nnyHy  njwa^  na 
toy  an«  )s«i  pj>;  /s^.  nn^ai  ton  ^  ba  nn 

ni.  Cod  Oir/.  preserves  only  the  concluding  words  of  our 
passage  r\l&  Wto  iy.  This  fact  was  overlooked  by  Mil.  (p.  18); 
as  a  result  he  reprints  here  an  unintelligible  text  without 
any  comment.  The  conclusion  of  this  passage  is  found  in  the 
Cod  Oxf.  and  in  the  Eecensions  of  the  Eldad  legends  (Mil.  pp.  68 
et  seq.)  after  the  description  of  the  river  Sambation.  The  text 
there  is  very  much  like  the  text  of  our  fragment  ny^l  ni 

«to  nfcro  UN  «to  vto  vsb  toy  D™  p«i  ]vy  «ban»i  py  i^y  nn 
i:^«  on. 

A  very  surprising  feature  in  our  fragment  is  the  omission 
of  the  characteristic  element  in  the  description  of  the  river, 
namely,  that  it  ceases  to  flow  on  the  Sabbath.  This  is  particu- 
larly surprising  inasmuch  as  this  detail  is  old  in  the  legend.  Cf. 
Pliny,  Hist.  Nat  XXXI,  2;  6.  Sank.  65  b,  Gen.  Rob.  XI,  5  ed. 
Theodor  p.  93,  and  the  literature  there  referred  to,  and  Krauss, 
Lehnworter  II  p.  369.  To  the  references  given  by  Krauss  there 
should  be  added  1t320D  —  the  reading  is  uncertain  —  which  is 
found  in  a  Hebrew  inscription,  cf.  Renan,  Mission  de  PheniQe 
pp.  192,  856  and  Chwolson,  CIH.  no.  64  p.  102. 

L.  8.  DiiHaao  mix  pioip  Diit^si  JVBMD  in:  ini«  j'tnipi.  The 

ed.  pr.  has  WMD  iniN  pip  W«1  pMD  1»BW  Kim;  £7?.  Klpi  mto 
]VrQ»  "fli;  Cod  Oa?/.  DU^BID  1s?  plpl  )VB2D  im  iTm.  The  reading 
of  our  fragment  is,  therefore,  not  novel.  In  support  of  Bacher's 
view  (I  c.  p.  290,  note  2)  that  J'PttoD  represents  the  original  form 
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of  the  name  and  that  jrfc^DD  and  )VB2SD  were  derived  from  it, 
we  cite  the  parallel  development  in  Greek.  "In  certain  districts 
where  Greek  is  spoken  there  has  been  developed  since  the  period 
of  the  xoivTj  a  homogeneous,  nasal  sound  before  accented,  un- 
accented and  aspirated  consonants  standing  at  the  end  of  the 
syllable.  As  a  result  2a[3j3aTi<;  has  become  2a}i|3aTis,  Safiparei?, 
Safi^a-ci;  ,  Sa^adou?,  2av(3aTtos",  etc.  (v.  Karl  Dietrich,  Unter- 
suchungen  zur  Oeschichte  der  griechischen  Sprache  1898  p.  92  et 
seq.  ;  comp.  also  Schiirer:  GescMclite  III  3  p.  428). 

The  origin  of  the  word  is  still  uncertain.  The  most  probable 
etymology  is  the  one  which  traces  it  to  the  Ethiopic  "Sanbat", 
corresponding  to  the  Hebrew  rQB>;  comp.  J.  Halevy,  Te'ezaza, 
Sanbat,  1902,  p.  III. 

L.  10—11.  nDK  nw  Damp  rnmpo  run  -ims  en.  The  same 

reading  is  found  also  in  Sh.  'D  2m  KVW  imn  1TOK3  niBlpO  W\ 
nOK.  Originally  this  was  meant  for  the  dimension  of  the  widest 
part  of  the  stream.  The  insertion  of  the  negative  particle  in 
the  ed.  pr.:  (not  Dr6  E.  p.  6;  MiL  £  ]'Kff  TUn  WW3  nifilpD  Bn 

p.  18)  HDK  Dwa  ann  and  Cod.  Oa/.  na«  DW  nm  li-'Kty  .  *  .  .  . 

makes  this  the  measure  of  the  narrowest  part  of  the  stream. 
The  other  Recensions  of  the  Eldad  legend  (Mu.  p.  66  below)  tell 
that  throughout  its  course  the  river  is  "a  bow  shot"  (Gen.  XXXI, 
16)  in  width  ui.  e.  200  yards".  H.,  however,  makes  the  width  of 
the  river  "220  yards". 

In  the  ed.  pr.,  after  the  width  of  the  river  has  been  stated, 
we  have  the  following:  anSDD  JO3  ti«l  DffD  TTin  "rea  D*TDiy  DH1 


an  K^  D^SK.  The  words  DniD«  Dm  allude 
to  Fer.  /Sowfe.  X,  5,  (Is.  XLIX,  9  etc.)  fa»  i^«  IKS  nniD«^»  noK^ 
comp.  also  j5Mi  -Ba&.  on  II,  2;  Pes.  Rob. 
ed.  Friedmann  p.  146  and  Recensions  in  Mil.  pp.  66  —  67. 
The  purpose  of  the  words:  "Dl  DiTty  *)70  nmn»  siSD  DniDK  nm  is  an 
attempt  to  explain  why  it  is  impossible  for  the  inhabitants  of  the 
opposite  banks  of  the  river  to  hold  intercourse  with  one  another. 
These  words,  however,  are  not  found  either  mSh.  ("inin  irntO  JTlDlpO  B^l 

nrp^K  ii«  K^I  W^K  «n^rn^Ds  D:SN  p1?-!  no«  'D  nnn  «irw>  or  in 

our  fragment.  It  is  possible  that  this  explanation  has  crept  in 
here  as  a  gloss  from  one  of  the  Recensions  of  the  Eldad  legends 
(v.  Mil.  L  c.  D,  H,  J,  8n;  G.  3d).  Furthermore  the  words  Dm 
l!?8  Dj;  AM  D'TBDfil  )KDB  13K1  DffD  IHiH  T3J3  D^Tfiiy  which  occur  in 
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the  ed.  pr.  and  in  the  Cod.  Oxf.  (DBto  D^DOI  "irw  TOD  D'TEiy  Dm), 
but  which  are  missing  in  Sh.  and  in  our  fragment,  may  likewise 
have  their  origin  in  one  of  these  Eecensions,  (v.  MiL  I.  c.,  especially 
D.  8n  and  ib.  B.  19»). 

If  the  description  of  the  width  of  the  river  was  followed  in 
the  original  text  of  the  Responsum  by  another  sentence,  —  which 
is  not  very  probable  in  view  of  the  reading  of  the  Grenizah 
fragment  —  such  a  sentence  must  have  been  similar  to  that  of  Sh. 
DH^K  UK  &6l  11^«  K2^>  t&W  D^K  ph  This  was  then  amplified 
in  the  spirit  of  the  later  more  highly  developed  legend  by  the 
introduction  of  material  taken  from  the  Recensions,  until  it  assumed 
the  form  in  which  it  is  found  in  the  ed.  pr.  and  Cod.  Oxf. 

In  the  ed.  pr.  and  in  the  Cod.  Oxf.  another  extended  passage 
follows  this  point: 


nonn  «"?i  nyn  mn  nnva 


DK  sa  a^twaii 


(sic) 


nK 


vn  K^I  n^m  pmna  or6 
p  sia 


Cod.  Oxf. 
njn  iTn  &6  (sic)  ami 


nero 
anpai  D^KS  DK 


na 


piin 


In   Sh.   it  is  much   briefer    nVWlB   WH1 

DH^K  ns  ^DK^  'K  mm  B*lB6l.     Our  fragment  contains  only  the 

concluding  words  of  this  passage  v.  1.  11  —  12. 

L.  11—12.  ]WKI  pnnntr  ^tr  ;va  pin  p^v  D:PK  D^ntrn  H^KI 

I^J,  which  makes  good  sense  in  connection  with  the  preceding 
and  does  not  suggest  any  lacuna.  There  is  reason  to  believe 
that  the  statement  that  there  are  no  unclean  beasts  or  reptiles 
in  the  land  of  the  Bern  Mosheh  has  crept  in  here  from  one  of 
the  Recensions  of  the  Eldad  legend,  perhaps  from  H.  (Mil.  p.  63  ; 

cf.  ib.  8c-d  nKBB  rrn  *6i  KBB  <]iy  K^I  (sic)  HKCB  w  DDJ; 
am  ......  ipm  )«s  T^H  ......  »ijnfl  N^I  nut  K^I  nyi  nsn 


It  is  probable  that  Recension  H  was,  at  an  early  date, 
prefixed  to  the  Responsum;  the  fact  that  it  is  printed  in  this 
way  in  the  editio  princeps  would  point  to  an  earlier  practice  of 
the  kind.  This  circumstance  may  have  suggested  to  the  copyist 
or  the  compiler  amplifications  of  the  Responsum.  The  instance, 
however,  in  which  the  interpolations  in  the  Responsum  are  more 
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closely  related  to  Recension  H  than  to  any  other  Recension  are 
not  sufficiently  numerous,  and  the  agreement,  between  the  inter- 
polations in  the  Responsum  and  the  text  of  H,  is  not  striking 
enough,  to  justify  the  conclusion  that  H  is  the  source  of  the 
interpolations  in  the  Responsum.  It  is  equally  probable  that 
the  real  source  is  a  Recension  which  is  no  longer  extant. 

In  the  Recensions  the  account  of  the  agricultural  life  of  the 
Bern  Mosheh  is  followed  by  an  account  of  their  study  of  the  Law. 
This  explains  the  following  passage  which  occurs  in  Sh.  at  this 
point:  DiTte  flfl  hyyiff  '«  mm  BHBI^I. 

L.  11—12.  '131  w  m  pin  DSJW  D^K  nntoffn  r6«i.  To  whom 

r6«l  refers,  is  not  clear.  The  text  in  the  fragment  is  nevertheless 
clearer  and  simpler  than  the  corresponding  text  in  the  ed.  pr. 
or  Cod.  Oxf.,  quoted  in  the  preceding  note  (q.  v.).  Sh.  has  an 
incorrect  reading:  )1t?K1  HOn  pine  D'JHV  17T  vb  p  ^l. 

L.  13.    JWK1  m  pin3.    It  is  to  be  observed  that  ed.  pr. 
and   Cod.  Oxf.  both  have  the  incorrect  reading  JV3   pin 
'IP.     Epstein  emends  to 


Leaf  2  recto. 


L.  1—3.    nn« 

]1B6l.     The  verb  is  evidently  missing  before 

jw.  and  /SA.  read  nn«  ni»e  Dsiw  ^8iPs  px  leani 

31  ppTD.  The  phrase  11  Jlp^ni  in  the  ed.  ^r.  which  probably 
means  "with  the  utmost  exactness"  or  "in  the  recension  of  Rabbi 
[Judah  ha-Nasi]."  is  missing  in  T-S  and  S~h.;  it  seems  to  be 
interpolated  in  the  ed.  pr. 

L.  4  et  seq.  W  'O  *)£TJ  DiTW  (read 
'131  Dyt3  nt^.  What  the  Gaon  meant,  is  now  clear.  The  reasons 
which  led  Reifmann  (p.  287)  to  doubt  the  authenticity  of  this  part 
of  the  text,  are  now  without  force.  The  Gaon  means  to  say  that 
the  Babylonian  and  Palestinian  scholars  use  the  one  and  the 
same  Mishnah.  In  the  exegesis  of  the  Mishnah,  that  is  in  the 
Talmud  they  at  times  disagree,  just  as  individuals  differ  in  their 
interpretation  of  the  Bible.  This  is  the  thought  behind  the 
obscure  words  of  the  ed.  pr.  in«  DJ>t3  D^BW  Mn  D'TB^n 

n«ii  nt  miflDi  IK 

in«  DJJta  1^>   n«1i  nil  in«   DJto  1^.     /Sfe.  reads  here  only 
which  is  perhaps  an  old  error  for 
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L.  9  et  seq.  '131  njTDU  pynp  jnt?  f)j)«  [niJjnplM.  The  MS. 
reading  is  «OpD3.  The  plural  ]rw  would  however  point  to  the 
reading  JTliOpDD,,  which  is  the  reading  in  the  ed.  pr.  Moreover 
in  the  latter  the  connection  with  the  preceding  is  indicated  by 
In  general  the  text  of  the  ed.pr.  is  clearer  at  this  point: 

p*6  bis  p  jrn  w  w  avoa  n^ynp  p»  nwnpoa  '«>KI 
*pnrQ  "nooni  roye  'p^sai  ni&inDni  'imnsni  nmvni  nnona. 
.  reads:   niDinoi  ninins  jtnw  nnom  rwija  nimpoa 

"prim  miD»n. 

L.  11.  mvrm  nmiD.  The  reading  of  the  ed.  pr.  is 
nnwai.  nmiD  is  certainly  a  scribal  error  for  nnon  and  may 
possibly  be  explained  as  due  to  the  copyist  to  whom  it  was 
suggested  by  the  Talmudic  phrase  miTD  HttinD  (v.  Tosafot  Me- 
ndhot  32  a  s.  v.  KiTK  «m,  Miiller,  Masseket  Soferim  p.  30),  the 
word  m&inDI  occurring  in  the  next  line  (1.  12). 


Leaf  2  verso. 

L.  1.  rODQI,  ed.  pr.  abbreviates  "TID021,  intending  the  plural 
and  not  the  singular,  the  reading  adopted  by  E.  p.  7  and  Mii. 
p.  19  and  actually  found  in  Sh. 

L.  2.  tfpWB,  ed.  pr.  and  Sh.  read  D'plDBn.  The  form  D^ID^ 
is  found  in  the  Massoretic  notes  in  numerous  Yemen  manuscripts 
of  the  Bible,  cf.  Ginsburg,  Introduction  to  the  Hebrew  Bible,  1897, 
pp.  72  note  1,  85,  104  note  2,  106;  idem  The  Massorah,  compiled 
from  manuscripts,  1880 — 1885,  II  p.  450  nos.  189  et  seq.]  M.  H. 
Hyvernat,  Le  Language  de  la  Massore  in  Revue  Biblique  Inter- 
nationale. Nouvelle  Serie  II,  p.  519. 

L.  3.  li«S»t|  SD  pltsy  pl&jn  (Ecdes.  VII.  24);  ed.  pr.  ploy 
ploy  (comp.  Joel  II,  11);  Sh.  breaks  off  at  this  point.  In 
the  ed.  pr.  the  connection  is  here  interrupted  by  the  following 

myt?  win*  no  *ptoim  aa»  nt  m^«»  pim  ^a  iis«^  IDI^  PM 

)U  nayon  "Jinn  niltDl.  That  this  passage  is  a  gloss  is 
clearly  evident  from  its  position  in  the  text.  The  style,  which  is 
that  of  later  philosophical  literature,  gives  evidence  of  the  lateness 
of  the  interpolation.  The  Gaon  has  already  explained  the 
divergence  of  the  Eldad  Halakot  from  the  current  Halakah  on 
the  ground  that  there  was  no  absolute  uniformity  in  the  exegesis 
of  the  Mishnah.  In  view  of  this  explanation  it  is  superfluous  and 
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almost  inconsistent  to  seek  further  excuse  for  this  divergence  by 
attributing  it  to  the  lapse  of  Eldad's  memory. 

In    the    ed.  pr.   there    follow    at   this   point   the  words  ^>2K 

jrni1?  pK  wow  wrk  "•«  vty  wn  nn«  mm  mpan  which  are  absent 

in  the  text  of  the  fragment.  The  continuation  is  again  the  same 
in  both  texts.  The  words  'ttl  NTI  nn«  mm  mBWl  fciK  are  a 
statement  made  above  that  there  exists  only  one  Mishnah  and 
that  its  text  is  authoritative.  The  genuineness  of  this  passage  is, 
therefore,  questionable. 

L.  5.  MS.  vb\  ed.  pr.  ^ru  wa  tfin  vk)  t\ibn  «JHB  nn«  jw 
•no^ra  *6«  (pop  im  *p^n  t6l.  The  words  in  parenthesis  seem 
to  be  a  later  amplification  of  the  text. 

L.  7.  The  text  of  the  ed.  pr.  is  here  less  clear:  p"ltf  ""lil 
main  jra6  DJW^  torm 

L.  8—9.  iia^n  cr6  »^  n^n^n  ^  Dnia«»  nei.    The  style  is 

here  that  of  the  Responsum.  This  passage  is  missing  in  the  ed. 
pr.  and  the  omission  results  in  obscurity. 

L.  11.  TlTD,  technical  term,  "to  edit"  (redigieren,  v.  Bacher, 
Die  Exegetische  Terminologie,  VoL  II  p.  133).  The  text  of  the 
ed.  pr.  is  corrupt,  the  reading  being  Tins.  The  last  three  words 

in  the  passage  iniN  nn-oD  nrw  tenipn  ]wte  ma^nn  onnis  seem 
to  be  superfluous  and  suggest  interpolation. 

L.  12.    The  ed.  pr.  has  "131  ^  DDH  DB>  tt  )s«ty  mi 


n. 

"We  publish  here  another  Genizah  fragment,  belonging  to  the 
Eldad  legend: 

T-S  Loan  39,  University  Library  of  Cambridge.  It  consists  oi 
one  leaf  of  paper,  19x14  cm.,  written  in  Spanish  square  characters, 
tending  towards  the  cursive.  It  belongs  to  the  fourteenth  or  fifteenth 
century.  The  vocalization  of  some  words,  some  corrections  and 
the  completion  of  some  of  the  abbreviations  are,  however,  in  a 
smaller  and  different  hand.  This  fragment  appears  to  be  a  stray 
leaf  of  an  early  ritual  code  which  probably  belonged  to  the 
Gaonic  period. 

The  subject  of  discussion  on  p.  A.  (recto)  is  n^i  and  HD'TO. 
It  concludes  with  the  "catch  word"  at  the  bottom  of  the  page 
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'l^l  licprit?  which  indicate  the  subject  dealt  with  on  the  following 
page.  I  have  been  unable  to  identify  this  part  of  the  fragment, 
but  its  pregnant  style,  suggestive  of  the  decisors  (D^pDlB),  and  its 
use  of  Aramaic  would  indicate  that  it  formed  a  part  of  a  Halakic 
code  belonging  probably  to  the  Gaonic  period.  The  superscription 
indicates  that  the  KW  "hm  p  1TJK  '1  wriTW  Ttismff  n«Sl  "ISO 
pB  began  on  p.  B  (verso).  The  ritual  of  Eldad  was  preceded 
by  a  brief  introduction,  giving  a  summary  of  his  life  and  of  his 
stories.  It  is  a  part  of  this  introduction  which  is  preserved 
on  p.  B  and  which  is  published  here. 

The  same  account,  which  serves  here  to  introduce  the  Ritual 
of  Eldad,  is  contained  in  Cod.  Firkowitsch  1261  (St.  Petersburg) 
and  published  by  Miiller  pp.  47  et  seq.  There  it  is  in  the  form 
of  an  Epistle  written  by-  the  authorities  of  Kairwan  to  the  Jewish 
communities  of  the  Diaspora.  The  account  in  this  Genizah 
fragment  is,  however,  intended  as  an  introduction  and  not  as  a 
letter.  For  this  reason  there  are  omitted  here  such  passages 
and  phrases  as  would  be  in  place  only  in  a  letter.  Thus  there 
is  left  out  the  epistolary  heading  D^pn  VnpH  ^pm]  T3  p 

PDJ>  "*n\yb  jmi  «i«TTp nanea  nmn  nyn  i«»p]  o 

'131  ^HB  p  T7[to]  or  passages  like  HJTn  TKH  nt  T^K  '"6 
"131  ntfjflon  ,TH  pi  "p  ^nn  HT  11^>  Tim  )«D^  in«s3.  For  the  same 
reason  the  first  person  of  the  epistle  is  changed  to  the  third 
person  of  the  narrative.  Thus  Dirty  1.  6  is  used  for  wty; 
i,  ib.— should  read  nro^ni— for  lirD^lMll;  DiT^IS  1.  7  for 
etc.  This  change  of  person  is  maintained  consistently  only 
in  the  first  part  of  the  letter.  That  the  epistle  was  the  original 
form  of  our  fragment  becomes,  however,  plainly  evident  in  the 
second  part;  comp.  for  instance  1.  9  Di  iiipri  ntyjj  •'fcjtt  where  1fi« 
is  a  later  interpolation,  moreover  1.  14  Tvtyl  and  15  TPfcOl,  1.  21 
1.  22  li1?  Tin5?  and  the  conclusion  liWTi  pps  Kin 

mnoa. 

Aside  from  this  feature  the  fragment  contains  nothing  of 
consequence.  It  is  published  here  only  for  the  sake  of  com- 
pleteness. Brief  notes  have  been  added. 
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pe 


p 


HBW 


TBD  m 


p  nni  D^Baiwi  nap 
p«a  ana  nmb  nnyo  n 
TJHDI  nv  '»  ty  cw  '»  naanw  nonpn 
itni  ^nai  Dn»  mpi 

nipn 
(«c)  DD^^m  r6^n  '•snn  myo  nn  nnty 


(read  Til  Jtt) 


pj; 
n 

'T  Wfl  DHOj;  ''iS  D3 


2 
3 
4 
s 
e 
7 
s 
o 

10 


(read  Dinn)  Dinn  nnnn  am  nD^tr^  &aB    ^n«nty  nj;  ' 

n^  '»«i  DISI  no  p« 
torn  p«B  i 
00 


pinn  TT^JK  'i 
[)]o«  mna 


nDDm  mm  onn  ^s 
n^an  pmn  mip 
m  nan  iiv»ty»Di  ISDO 
nt  nan  li^ninV  u\n^« 
pap'  Kin  .1:^  TJ.n^  nt 
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NOTES: 

L.  1.— The  reading  of  Pet.  indicates  that  1)  has  dropped 
out  of  the  text  after  ^JlSi. 

L.  3 — TJJ01  is  here  substituted  for  the  longer  phrase  found 
in  Pet.  '131  TI^K  "b  l^KEM  v.  supra  p.  116. 

L.  13. — Miiller's  suggestion  that  there  is  something  omitted 
after  the  words  D1B1  HID  is  not  born  out  by  our  fragment. 

L.  14. — niDD,  Pet.  has  the  same  reading.  "Mecca"  is  evid- 
ently meant.  fllDID  occurs  for  "Mecca"  also  in  Jephet  ben  Ali's 
Commentary  on  Daniel,  ed.  by  Margoliouth,  Oxford,  1889,  p.  136 
1.  21  and  144  1.  17  and  in  the  Oxford  MS.  of  Midrash  RaUba  de- 
RaUba,  Catalogue  Neubauer,  no.  2399  fol.  46  b,  v.  Neubauer  in  J. 
Q.R.  I.  114  note. 

L.  15.— D^KJJ&tr  rrty  IWW,  "on  account  of  which— the 
sanctuary  of  Mecca — the  Mohammedans  shall  once  tremble". 
This  is  an  allusion  to  Habakkuk  III  7  )H»  ^HS  mjPY  pUT,  ]H» 
being  identical  with  ^KJJW. 

L.  16.— D^m«  ^p.   This  reading  would  indicate  that 
in  Pei.  is  due  to  a  misreading  of  D^HK  ' 

L.  18.— [)no]WO(?);  Pei.  reads  "l 


CORRIGENDA 

At  the  close  of  this  book  there  is  printed  a  list  of  corri- 
genda, based  on  the  editio  princeps,  to  the  texts  of  it  as  printed 
by  Epstein  and  Miiller.  These  corrigenda  are  to  both  (1)  the 
non-Halakic  part  of  the  Responsum  and  to  (2)  Recension  H  of 
the  Eldad  legend,  printed  there  with  the  Responsum.  The  correct- 
ions to  the  part  of  the  text  reprinted  above  which  have  already 
been  given  (v.  pp.  Ill  et  seq.)  are  not  repeated  here. 
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p.  3.    no.  1.    Line  1. 


1.  KESPONSUM. 

Ed.  Miiller 
p.  16.    no.  1.  Line.  1. 

»        n  «         2. 


Ed.  Pr. 

'30M,    not 


n     n          »        6- 

x'sin^      „ 

K"xr6 

p.  4. 

a     n          »      10. 

»     »       .     6. 

1313^        „ 

1313^1 

11 

119119  i^'fibl 

I^BTSl 

n     n          n      AJ" 

"       ;)          jj        >j 

'«••"•'     *™      KJ  /  I              .. 

••  *•'  '  •  ' 

„     „          „      H. 

inOS  3'B." 

i!?1     del. 

,    *        »     12. 

n      »          »        '• 

omit.  irp»sr6i  after  in^xn^i 

»      »          »       "• 

^«1ty     not 

Ttnv*? 

„    2.       „      4. 

»     2.       B7-8. 

run11)?       „ 

1"3tS 

„    „        „      8. 

„     „       „    14. 

omit  nno    after 

331? 

p.  17.     „     4.      „     5. 

piipD       „ 

D'-siijm 

„    4.       „      3. 

»       n          »       6. 

n"yiT       „ 

n-'yiv 

n     »          »       7. 

»     »       »    12. 

D^NXVI      not 

]"«sn 

14 

«-im»3t» 

MVCt? 

n      »          »     **• 

1                     ?i 

I  'y™'''' 

p.  5. 

»       »               7)        •*•*• 

.  .   .       »    22. 

minn       „ 

•inn 

„    5.       „      3. 

na^» 

lib 

n     r>          »        *• 

IVSTB       „ 

71BTS 

„    6.       „      3. 

p.  18.     „     6.       „     4. 

omit  13^    after 

ID* 

n      n          n       n 

1D1^»         „ 

1OK7 

»    „        »      4. 

n      n          n       n 

mint?      „ 

niinr 

»     n          »        »> 

f. 

n      n          »       •"• 

r,*pB3       „ 

onsps 

„    7.       „       1. 

»ipon  jva       „ 

p"on3.i 

»     »         »       4. 

„    7.      „     5. 

^K'1^      not 

T««n 

»     »         n        **• 

7)       n           w          * 

"3        „ 

1,13,1  DH 

p.  6. 

,    ,        ,18. 

7)          )1                7)                 * 

P7         » 

r«np 

1  Q, 

77        /"                « 

»     n        n    17. 

"        » 

on? 

„    „        „     17. 

»     «        »    I8- 

D^tBQO 

7? 

nnBDDi 

»     n          »       u 

nmoK      „ 

]-«11D« 

„    9.       „      2. 

nnnna      „ 

onnja 

»    »        »      7. 

p.  19.     „     9.      „     6. 

poy      „ 

pDJD 

p.  7. 

»  16-       „      4. 

„  16.       „     2. 

second  D^IOIK  delendum 

»  »         „      7. 

n     n          n      *• 

1<plD<lB3l      not 

70631 

p.  8. 

„  18.       „      5. 

p.  20.     „  18.       „     3. 

D^iyn       „ 

nj?n 

7)       W                   7)              7> 

n     »          n       n 

n*w       „ 

n«sr 

Subscription  : 

DVuonvniAvirain 

^  nbnn  D^I  nn. 

2.  EECENSION 

H. 

1 

Jtf.  Epstein 

JEd.  ARtKer 

Ed.  Pr. 

p.  55. 

no.   1.    L.      7. 

p.  53.    no.   1.    L.     13. 

nn^Ji  not 

non^i 

14 

n^ytyvvi 

p.L,^^., 

7)          31          7)               Jl 

n       n        n        •*•** 

w 

»     2.     „        3. 

„     2.    „        5. 

mw     „ 

miK» 

p.  56. 

n     3.     „  5-6. 

p.  55.      „     3.    ,,9-10. 
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nj?  mj?  onitn^  is-cm  tab\ 

nj?  nij>  oni«n^  i 

s-'Din  xh 

n«\Ti  mj?  mn  -nna  mwn  «V 

•pna  laitzm  tb  ainai  D^IJ> 

n,nna  ai»n  «^»  ainsi  D^»IJ> 

.'in  -pani  nip  mn 

,'wi  T^n 

i  my  mn 

no.  4. 

L.      3. 

omits  D'j?Diii  after  D'^mn 

no.   4.    L.       2. 

„     „ 

„        4. 

jj^inw    not    ip^nw 

„     5.     „        1. 

p.  57.     „     5». 

n        2. 

in      „           ni 

n       n        n            6. 

n^a^iK      „       '^a^K 

,,     a      a         7. 

„     5C. 

n            •'- 

nSin«      „       nbn« 

»     6.     „         1. 

wnnx      „      K"nnt< 

......        2. 

Mpo^ni      „    K"pDini 

a       a        n    3-4. 

n       «m. 

,5-7. 

n-iB*  jrai  n«iaa  o^p^] 

naj«3  n^B!t  n«i 

33  D^p^] 

napo  ns3BS  «saan  n«iaj  D"p^ 

na  nny  [PID  -nn^  naj» 

••SIB  na  ^nnp  [t 

sna  nJrt 

•tow  SSIB  na  "nnj>  »w  -nna^ 

.vima  p^ar  ^SIB 

/nnaa  pbrrn                                 /nnio 

no.  6.    L.  7—8. 

no.  6C. 

L.  4-5. 

D^onsi  niii  D^onnBi  ninp 

not  D^onnsi  niii  o^nsi  nin» 

p.  57.    no.  7.    L.       2. 

^in  not      ^in 

n     7a. 

„       3. 

^in     „    o^in 

6. 

am^  delendum 

p.  61.     „     7d. 

»       2. 

omits  ^n  mai  oni 

.    8.     „         1. 

p.  63.     „     8». 

„       1. 

omit  n"jrD  after  lian 

n      rt       n            n 

?i     ?? 

«       2. 

omit  io»»  after   ^>nin 

n      n       n           "• 

V'«D  delendum 

n      n       n           n 

»     » 

„       4. 

aw  not     aitr 

n      n       n           ™ 

»     » 

„       6. 

jnno     „     yaine 

71         W          W                n 

»    8*1. 

„       1. 

HSttB       ..          KQB 

n      n       »            "' 

»    8d. 

,,3-4. 

D'SlB'pl  n^itDp  ''l^O  721 

notnnep  ''re  Vai  D'KiPp  <r&  ^>ai 

,     »      »       18. 

p.  65.    no.  8S. 

L.     8. 

i»oi  i«ia  not  n«ni  «ia 

»      »       n         I9' 

t)        * 

»      2. 

omit  nann  before    1D3 

.    .     »       20. 

n       n 

„       3. 

1«T     not       1NV1 

p.  58.     „     „      „       21. 

j>       » 

»      4- 

•npanK     „    nyan«i 

.    .     ,       28. 

p.  67.     „    8". 

„       6. 

D^TDK^       „    nniDK^ 

„   ».    .,       5. 

p.  69.     „     9C. 

»       2. 

'^5132     „    Mnooa 

n      n       n           n 

omits  1^1p 

6. 

»       n 

„       5. 

nina     „       nna 

„      9e. 

„       4. 

isnw     „      inns'1 

„     9?. 

»       1. 

omit  DIP  before    onx 

»    „     ,       12. 

„     „ 

„       3. 

niaoop  not  nia'aoaw 

„     9h. 

„       1. 

I'rxn     „          i^n- 

»     "      »       18* 

p.  71.     „      „ 

»    10. 

n»  n,ni«  nosi  delendum 

.„•.,.» 

nntsaa    not        noa 

„  10". 

„      9. 

oinoin       „      Dinom 

p.  73.     „  10=. 

a        4. 

uw           •- 

p.  59.     „  10.     „       11. 

J>         « 

a         7. 

omit  iniK  l^^i  after  JD»I 

n     n         n          *•*• 

M                 * 

1. 

,noi«     not     nt3i«n 
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delendum 
not 
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